Google 



This is a digital copy of a book that was preserved for generations on library shelves before it was carefully scanned by Google as part of a project 

to make the world's books discoverable online. 

It has survived long enough for the copyright to expire and the book to enter the public domain. A public domain book is one that was never subject 

to copyright or whose legal copyright term has expired. Whether a book is in the public domain may vary country to country. Public domain books 

are our gateways to the past, representing a wealth of history, culture and knowledge that's often difficult to discover. 

Marks, notations and other maiginalia present in the original volume will appear in this file - a reminder of this book's long journey from the 

publisher to a library and finally to you. 

Usage guidelines 

Google is proud to partner with libraries to digitize public domain materials and make them widely accessible. Public domain books belong to the 
public and we are merely their custodians. Nevertheless, this work is expensive, so in order to keep providing tliis resource, we liave taken steps to 
prevent abuse by commercial parties, including placing technical restrictions on automated querying. 
We also ask that you: 

+ Make non-commercial use of the files We designed Google Book Search for use by individuals, and we request that you use these files for 
personal, non-commercial purposes. 

+ Refrain fivm automated querying Do not send automated queries of any sort to Google's system: If you are conducting research on machine 
translation, optical character recognition or other areas where access to a large amount of text is helpful, please contact us. We encourage the 
use of public domain materials for these purposes and may be able to help. 

+ Maintain attributionTht GoogXt "watermark" you see on each file is essential for in forming people about this project and helping them find 
additional materials through Google Book Search. Please do not remove it. 

+ Keep it legal Whatever your use, remember that you are responsible for ensuring that what you are doing is legal. Do not assume that just 
because we believe a book is in the public domain for users in the United States, that the work is also in the public domain for users in other 
countries. Whether a book is still in copyright varies from country to country, and we can't offer guidance on whether any specific use of 
any specific book is allowed. Please do not assume that a book's appearance in Google Book Search means it can be used in any manner 
anywhere in the world. Copyright infringement liabili^ can be quite severe. 

About Google Book Search 

Google's mission is to organize the world's information and to make it universally accessible and useful. Google Book Search helps readers 
discover the world's books while helping authors and publishers reach new audiences. You can search through the full text of this book on the web 

at |http: //books .google .com/I 



Authenticity and Sources of 

THE "ORIGO GENTIS ROMANAE" 



A DISSERTATION PRESENTED 
TO THE FACULTY OF 



Princeton University 



IN CANDIDACY FOR THE DEGREE OF 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

(DEPARTMENT OF CLASSICS) 



BY 



WILLIAM T. SEMPLE 



* 



Z ^ • • • * «"a 



PRINCETON 

1910 



/"^ '•' 



• •• 












• • • 
• • » « 









• • • 

• • • • 



.•• 



.•••.::••:.:•; 



• I «T •*#••• • 






;; 






•• 









••••'«•»• 



••••••• »••• 

• •••• •• •• 

• • • » ••• • •• . , • . 

« • •••••• •• •« •••* 



«( 



Authenticity and Sources of the 

ORIGO GENTIS ROMANAE/ 



INTRODUCTION. 



The booklet cfe Origine Gentis Ramanae deals, as the title 
indicates, with the beginnings of the Roman people, giving the 
whole series of myths from Janus and Satumus, through Picus, 
Faunus, Euander, the story of Aeneas from the fall of Troy 
up to the time of his death and deification, of Ascanius and the 
Alban kings and concludes with Romulus and the founding 
of Rome. It is handed down to us in the manuscripts as the 
first of the three parts of a corpus which consists of the Origo, 
Viri lUustres and Caesares, The author of the last work only 
is known. The Caesares was written by Aurelius Victor, who 
lived in the second half of the fourth century, and whose history 
covers the imperial epoch up to his own times. Perhaps soon 
after this time, in order to have a handy volume, doubtle^ for 
reference or for the schools, two other works, whose authors 
we do not know, were joined to the Caesares, It is in this 
corpus alone that two of these writings have been preserved to 
our times, namely the Origo and the Caesares^, The Viri 
Illustres is found in various other manuscripts. 

The editio princeps of the corpus was edited by Andreas 
Schott at Antwerp in 1579. The authenticity of the Viri 
Illustres and Caesares has never been called into question, not* 
was the Origo doubted till Niebuhr* affirmed, but without 
giving proof, that the book was a forgery composed by some 
schoolman of the fourteenth or fifteenth century. The weight 
of his authority was such that this opinion was accepted without 
question till J. Maehly,* in 1852, demonstrated that this con- 



^In a critical edition of the Origo, which I hope to make soon^ there 
will be a full discussion of the only two extant Mas., Oxon., Brux. 

*Cf. Vortrflge iiber rdm. Geschichte, herausgegeben von laler I. 
(Berlin 1846) p. 34. 

»Cf . Jahns Jahrb. Suppl. 68 XVIII. (1S52) p. 132. 
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elusion could not be true, but that the Origo must be assigned 
at least to ancient times. However, he did not define further 
its date or value. Taking up the investigation at this point, 
H. Jordan^ attempted to assign the work more definitely to the 
fifth or sixth century, concluding that it is a patchwork made up 
from various ancient authors, Dionysius of Halicamassus, 
Plutarch, Macrobius, Festus, Diodorus, and especially from the 
commentators on Vergil, that the authors cited in the Origo 
are quoted falsely and with the intention to deceive, and finally 
that the contents of the booklet are of absolutely no value. 
Later Th. Mommsen' showed that the Origo was used by Paulus 
Diaconus, about 800, in enlarging his Historia Romana, but 
that a fuller account was used, of which the present Origo 
is an epitome. However, in passing, he added his condemnation 
of the book, saying that it was composed chiefly from the scholia 
to Vergil and that the long list of ancient Latin historians quoted 
therein might have been fabricated just as well in the fifth 
century as in the fifteenth. Thus a second time an adverse 
criticism from a man of the highest authority fell upon the 
Origo, 

Although the view of Mommsen was generally accepted, 
there were some who not only contended for the worth of the 
book, but also were so convinced of its value and the excellence 
of its style that they wished to assign it to Verrius Flaccus. 
The abrupt transitions, which are frequently to be found in it, 
they explained, as did Mommsen, by assuming that the present 
Origo is an epitome of a greater one now lost.* 

All these scholars approached the question from the stand- 
point of the contents of the different stories and of their agree- 
ment with similar accounts preserved by other authors. But 
J. W. Beck,* thinking that little was to be determined with 
certainty from an investigation of sources, pursued another 
course to fix the date of the composition of the book. He made 
an examination of its Latinity. From a study of the use of 
words and phrases he concluded that the Origo was composed 
at some time after Apuleius and before Jerome's Latin version 
of the Chronicon of Eusebius. 



»Cf. Hermes III. (1869) p. 389. 
KJf. Hermes XII. (1877) p. 401. 

This view is held by B. oepp in his edition of the Origo ^ Muenchen, 
1879, Praef. IV., and E. Baehrens, Fleckeis Jhb. 135 (1887) p. 769. 
K^f. Mnemosyne (1894) p. 338. 



Thus we see that there have been four questions under dis- 
cussion, authorship, time of composition, sources, and authen- 
ticity. In this dissertation the question of authorship will 
not be treated, for the arguments which have been brought 
forward to assign the book to Verrius Flaccus do not seem to be 
convincing, nor have I found any indications which might 
settle this question. Further, there is little to add as to the 
time of composition. It seems to me that the conclusion of 
Beck, which is accepted by Schanz, that the Origo was written 
about the third century, A. D., is as nearly accurate as the date 
of the book can be fixed. I agree with Mommsen, Sepp and 
Baehrens in thinking that the present Origo is an epitome of a 
larger book now lost. For there is very great contrast between 
the elegance of certain passages and the abrupt, awkward style 
often found. But it is with the last two questions that the dis- 
cussion will deal chiefly. They seem to me to be one and the 
same thing, and if it can be established that Atictor Originis 
used good sources it will follow of necessity that we have in the 
Origo a reliable version of early Roman myths. It will there- 
fore be my chief endeavor to prove that we have in the Origo 
accounts of early heroes, many of which are to be traced back 
to M. Terentius Varro and Verrius Flaccus. At the same time 
I shall try to show that it is not possible that the extant scholia 
to Vergil were used by Auctor Originis. Having shown that the 
extant scholia could not possibly have been the source of the 
Origo, further, that we find in the Origo many stories which 
come ultimately from Varro or Verrius Flaccus, there remains 
the difficult question whether Varro and Verrius Flaccus were 
used directly or whether these stories of Varro and Verrius 
Flaccus were obtained by our author through an intermediate 
source. With reference to the last point, although each alter- 
native has much good reason for its support, after a careful 
consideration it seems necessary to conclude that in the Origo 
is found a collection of myths taken from scholia to Vergil 
which are now lost, and that these scholia, composed in the first 
centuries of our era were based in part upon narrations of Varro 
and Verrius Flaccus. The first part of the conclusion follows 
from the fact that the Origo I. 4-9 presents very much the 
appearance of a commentary to Vergil and that throughout 
the whole book, there is very great similarity to the extant 
scholia. The second statement follows from the agreement 
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of cortam narratives m the Ongo witli the same stories found 
dsewhere which may be traced definitely to Varro or to Verrius 
Placcus. 

It seems strange that the two authors, who, we contend, are 
tae chief sources of the Origo, are not mentioned in the book» 
while there is a long and curious list of many of the most ancient 
Latin* chroniclers of early Roman history. However, this list 
of authors, which has been the chief cause of doubt concerning 
the authenticity of the Origo^ does not justify the suspicions 
as to the book's worth. For in no case has it been proven that 
any one of these authors is falsely quoted. While it is not 
probable that the works of these men could have been in use 
in the third century A.D., it seems not an unreasonable suppo- 
sition that Auctar Originis found those names cited in the 
intermediate source, which he himself used, as authorities for 
the myths assigned to them. The fact that two or even three 
writers are given by Auctor Originis as his authority for a 
single account indicates that not these men themselves were 
used but rather some intermediate source where they had been 
thus joined together. Though we may wonder that Auctar 
Originis should prefer consistently to conceal his immediate 
source and at the same time to enhance the dignity of his 
narrative with the names of the most ancient authorities, an 
historian of such a character is by no means improbable in the 
time in which the Origo appears to have been written, and such 
a method of procedure is certainly no proof that the narratives 
recounted are ficititious and valueless. 

Following is given an outline of the dissertation in which 
three objects are to be accomplished: first, to prove that much 
of the Origo is to be traced back to Varro; second, to show that 
Verrius Flaccus is the ultimate source for various parts of the 
Origo.; third, to prove that Auctor Originis did not make use 
of the extant scholia to Vergil. Consequently the dissertation 
falls into three chapters: 



*We note that all of these are Latin authors, with the possible except 

> belli Marsici" IX. 
not a Greek source. 



tion of the uncertain "Alexander Ephesius libro primo belli Marsici" iX 
1, and this paragraph is evidently taken from a Latin, i 



Cf. p. 23i!. 
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Chapter I. To prove the use of Varronian material. 



a. Origo I. 1-3, II. 4, 

III. 1-7. 

Janus-Satumus 



b, Origo IV. 4-6 



Faunus 



c. Origo IX. 1-4 

Exits of Aeneas 
from Troy 



compared with 

Tertul. Apol. 10 
ad nat. II. 12 
Min. Pel. Oct. 21 
Lactant. Inst. 1. 13, 6-10 
August. C. D. VII., 4, 19 
Servius et al. to Verg. VIII. 319, 

322, 367. 
compared with 

Cicero Brutus, 18, 71; 19, 75 
Orat.47, 157; 51,171. 
Festus p. 325 (edit. Mueller) 
Varrodel.Lat.VII.36 
Servius et al. to Verg. Georg. I. 

ll,Aen. VII. 47, VIII. 314. 
compared with 

Deut. Serv. Aen. II. 636 

Schol. Veron. Aen. II. 717 . 

Diodorus et al. 



Chapter II. To prove the use of material derived from 
Verrius Flaccus. 



*. Origo VI. 

Recaranus-Cacus 
&. Origo VIII. 



Potitii-Pinarii 
c. Origo XII. 2 



Head covered at 
sacrifice 



compared with 

Servii Aen. VIII. 190, 203 
Plutarch Quaes. Rom. 60 

compared with 

Servius Aen. VIII. 179, 269, 

270 

Festus p. 237 (edit. Mueller) 

compared with 
Servii Aen. II. 166. 
III. 406, 407, 545 
Plutarch Quaes. Rom. 10 
Dion. Hal. Antiq. R. XII. 22 
Festus p. 322 (edit. Mueller) 



Chapter III. To prove that extant scholia to Vergil could 
not have been the source of the Origo, 

In this chapter will be considered other passages 
of the Origo than those already discussed, which show 
similarity to the extant scholia to Vergil. It will be 
shown that Auctor Originis did not use these scholia; but 
since the agreement is very close, it is necessary to con- 
clude that the source of the scholia is the source also 
of the Origo, i.e. that scholia to Vergil now lost were a 
common source to both Auctor Originis and to the Ser- 
vii et al. In proving this the following passages will be 
examined : * 

a. Origo I. 4-9 compared with 

Use of * 'primus'* by Servii Aen. I. 1, 24 

Vergil II, 263, VIII. 319 

b. Origo IX. 4-X. 4 compared with 

Servii Aen. III. praef . 
III. 48, 80 
Wanderings of VI. 233, VII. 1, IX. 707, 712, 

Aeneas X. 36 Schol. Ver. Aen. II. 313 

c. From this point, chap. X. 5, the landing in Latium 
of Aeneas, to the end of chap. XXIII., the argument will not 
be given in detail since it would involve simply a repetition 
of the method of reasoning used in (a) and (6) . But full re- 
ferences will be given in order that the general conclusion 
may readily be tested. 

Lastly, the discussion will close with an excursus on the re- 
lationship existing between the Origo and Vergil's Aeneid. 
Although the Aeneid can not be considered as a source for the 
Origo, yet, since the influence of Vergil is very evident and since 
some parts of Origo make the impression of being simply a 
commentary upon the Aeneid, it seems wise to investigate how 
far this relationship extends. 



^We know that there were many scholars in the first three centtiries 
who commented upon Vergil, whose works are now lost. It is assumed 
that the writin|;s of these men formed the basis of what we know as the 
scholia to Vergil, composed by Servius, Deutero-Servius and others. 
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CHAPTER I. 

The first of the passages of the Origio, which I shall try to 
show may be traced back to Varro, narrates the story of Janus 
and Satumus and is found in chapters 1. 1-3, II. 4, III. 1-7: I. (1) 
"primus in Italiam creditur venisse Satumus, ut etiam Maronis 
musa testatur illis versibus: Trimus ab aetherio venit Saturnus 
Olympo Anna lovis fugiens' cet. (2.) Tanta autem usque ad 
id tempus antiquorum hominum traditur fuisse simplicitas, ut 
venientes ad se advenas, qui modo consilio ac sapentia praediti 
ad instruendam vitam formandosque mores aliquid conferrent, 
quod eorum parentes atque originem ignorabant, caelo et terra 
editos non solum ipsi crederent, verum etiam posteris adfir- 
marent, veluti hunc ipsum Satumum, quern Caeli et Terrae 
filium fuisse dixerunt. (3) quod cum ita existimetur, certum 
tamen est priorem lanum in Italiam devenisse ab eoque postea 
venientem exceptum esse Satumum.*** II. (4.) "(lanum) cum 
magna classe in Italiam devenisse occupatoque monte urbem 
ibidem constituisse eamque ex suo nomine laniculum cogno- 
minasse.*** III. 1 "igitur lano regnante apud indigenas rudes 
incultosque Satumus regno profugus cum in Italiam venisset, 
benigne exceptus hospitio est ibique haud procul a laniculo 
arcem suo nomine Satumiam constituit. (2) isque primus agri- 
culturam edocuit ferosque homines et rapto vivere adsuetos ad 
compositam vitam eduxit, secundum quod Vergilius in octavo 
sic ait: *Haec nemora indigenae Fauni Nymphaeque tenebant 
Gensque virum truncis et duro robore nata, Quis neque mos 
neque cultus erat, nee iungere tauros Aut componere opes norant, 
aut parcere parto, Sed rami atque asper victu venatus alebat.' 
(3) omissoque lano, qui nihil aliud quam ritum colendorum deo- 
rum religionesque induxerat, se Satumo maluit adnectere, qui 
vitam moresque feris etiamtum mentibus insinuans ad com- 
mtmem utilitatem, ut supra diximus, disciplinam colendi ruris 
edocuit, ut quidem indicant illi versus: 'Is genus indocile ac 
dispersum montibus altis Composuit legesque dedit Latiumque 
vocari Maluit' cet. (4) is tum etiam usum signandi aeris ac 



H^h, I. 4-9 will be discussed in chapter III. of this dissertation, p. 37. 

*In ch. II. 1-4 there is a very remarkable adaptation of the story of 
Ion to that of lanus. As is well known, there is some connection in 
et3nnology between them. However I shall have to pass by for the pres- 
ent this most interesting story, hoping to return and to treat it more fully 
at some later time. 

9 



monetae in formam incutiendae ostendisse traditur, in quam ab 
una parte caput eius imprimeretur, altera navis, qua vectus 
illo erat. (5) unde hodieque aleatores posito nummo opertoque 
optionem collusoribus ponunt enuntiandi, quid putent subesse 
'caput aut navem/ quod nunc vulgo comimpentes *naviam' 
dicunt. (6) aedes quoque sub clivo Capitolino, in qua pecuniam 
conditam habebat, aerarium Satumi hodieque dicitur. (7) verum 
quia, ut supra diximus, prior illuc lanus advenerat, cum eos 
post obitum divinis honoribus cumulandos censuissent, in 
sacris omnibus primum locum lano detulerunt, usque eo ut 
etiam, cum aliis diis sacrificium fit, dato ture in altaria lanus 
prior nominetur, cognomento quoque addito Tater/ secundum 
quod noster sic intulit: *Hanc lanus Pater, banc Satumus 
condidit arcem.' eique, eo quod erat mire praeteritorum memor, 
tum etiam futuri" — (lacuna — doubtless an explanation of the 
two faces of lanus.) 

It has been asserted (cf. Jordan, Hermes III. pp. 406-408) 
that this story is taken chiefly from the scholia to Vergil's 
Aeneid VIII. 319, 322 and 357, VIII. 319: " 'ab aetherio venit 
Satumus Olympo' hoc dicit secundum poeticum morem; nam 
Satumus rex fuit Cretae, quern luppiter filius bello pepulit. hie 
fugiens ab lano (rege, qui urbem habuit, ubi nunc laniculum)*, 
est susceptus, qui regnabat in Italia, quern cum docuisset usum 
vinearum et falcis (et humaniorem victum), in partem est ad- 
missus imperii et sibi oppidum fecit (sub clivo Capitolino, ubi 

nunc eius aedes videtur ideo autem in aede ipsius 

Satumi aerarium, quod ibi potissimum pecunia servaretur, eo 
quod illi maxime credatur.)*' VIII. 322: **(bunc [Satumum] 
sane deum et leges recipere et legibus praesse docet antiquitas; 
nam ideo et acceptae a populo leges in aerario claudebantur, 
quoniam aerarium Satumo dicatum erat, ut hodieque aerarium 
Satumi dicitur.)" VIII. 357: **(*Ianus Pater,' lanus in lani- 
culo habitavit. qui quod una navi exul venit, in pecunia eius ex 
una parte lani caput, ex altera navis signata est.)" However 
it will appear from the following considerations that these 
passages can by no means be the source of the Origo: 1. No- 
where does the account of Origo I. 2, concerning the deification 
of men by ignorant and primitive peoples, occur in the scholia. 



> Words inclosed in parentheses are additions to Servius made by an 
interpolator whom we shall designate by the name "Deutero-Servius." 
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2. We do not find anywhere in the scholia the statement (cf. 
Orig. I. 3, II. 4, III. 7) that lanus came into Italy from another 
country.* 3. In comparing Origo III. 1-3 with the scholia vrt 
find that although the statement is in outline the same» yet 
Auct. Orig., III. 3, adds ''omisso lano, qui nihil aliud quam 
ritum colendorum deorum religionesque induxerat" and expands 
the thought of the scholiasts **usum vinearum et falcis/' "human- 
iorem victum" in the words "agriculturum," ''compositam 
vitam", "vitam moresque ad communem utilitatem," **discip- 
linam colendi ruris.'' 4. The game with coins as described in 



'This might seem to be stated by Deut.-Serv. Aen. VIII. 357, '* 'laaus 
Pater/ lanus in laniculo habitavit. qui quod una navi exul venit, in pecu- 
nia eius ex una parte lani caput, ex altera navis signata est." However 
I believe that the text of Deut.-Serv. here is corrupt and that at the 
beginning of the second statement the word "Saturnus" has fallen out. 
The reasons for this belief are as follows: (a) It is evident that the 
reading of the text is not quite certain from the lectio varia of T, "hie 
lanus m laniculo habitavit. et quia una navi exul venit in eius pecunia ex 
altera parte figurabatur eius caput et ex altera parte signabatur navis." 
(b) The verse of Ver^l here conmiented upon reads : "&nc lanus pater, 
banc Satumus condidit arcem," hence it is possible that Satumus is 
the person spoken of. (c) Further it is ver^ difficult to justify the 
repetition of *' lanus" by Deut.-Serv. in describing the coin. We should 
rather expect ''suum" or "eius," the latter of which is found in the lectio 
varia and in Origo III. 4. But if "Satumus" is the subject of the verb 
"venit" there would be greater harmony both in grammar and in thought, 
(d) Moreover we do not find anywhere else the statement that lanus came 
into Italy "una navi exul", while it is frequentlv stated by the most 
reliable authors that Satumus came a fugitive and an exile, (e) Lastly 
the story of Deut.-Serv. ac^rees both in thought and words with that of 
Auct. Orig. III. 4, with the exception only of the subject of the verb 
"venit." Deut.-Serv. expresses this in one reading by "qui," in the other 
merely by the third person singular of the verb itself, in both cases re- 
ferring to lanus, while Auct. Orig, has "is," which evidently must refer 
to Satumus. The word "exul" of Deut.-Serv. does not appear at this 
place in the Origo but is found in the verse quoted from Vergil, Aen. 
VlII. 320, at I. 1 ; the "in pecunia" of Deut.-Serv. corresponds to "in 

§uam (monetam) "of Origo III. 4, and also the word '*pecunia" of Deut.- 
erv. is used by Auct. Orig. III. 6 in the same story. Finally Deut.-Serv. 
says "ex una parte lani caput," Auct. Orie. "ab una parte caput eius 
(lani)," Deut.-Serv. "ex altera navis" and quod una navi exul venit," 
Auct. Orig. "altera navis, qua vectus illo erat," and Deut.-Serv. "sig- 
nata est, Auct. Orig. in this connection "imprimeretur," in the line 
above "signandi aeris. Hence taking all these things into consideration, 
the corrupt passage, the possibility that Satumus has been spoken of 
here, the improvement in the way of clearness which results, if this name 
is inserted, the fact that the statement of lanus' coming to Italy an exile 
is nowhere else found, but that Satumus came an exue is often found, 
and finally the very close agreement with Origo III. 4 — considering all 
these things, we are convinced that the word Satumus" as subject of 
"venit" has in some way been lost from the text of Deut.-Serv. and that 
it must be concluded that both the Origo and Deut.-Serv. preserve the 
same story in almost the same words. 
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Origo III. 5, is not to be found in the scholia.* 5. Both speak 
of the aerarium of Satumus, but only Auct. Orig. says "in qua 
pecuniam conditam habebat;" and in referring to the location 
of the town Satumia Deut.-Serv. has **sub clivo Capitolino," 
while in describing the town Auct. Orig. says (III. 1) **haud 
procul a laniculo," but with regard to the aerarium (III. 6) 
*'sub clivo Capitolino." The difference in statement of the two 
authors seems to indicate that in using the same source Auct. 
Orig. displays greater accuracy in applying this phrase to the 
temple, not to the city. The city could hardly be described 
as '*sub clivo Capitolino." Nor is the phrase **haud procul a 
laniculo," used by Auct. Orig. to describe the location of the 
town, one that he would naturally form, or indeed could have 
formed from the words "sub clivo Capitolino** of Deut.-Serv., 
had the latter been his only source here. 7. There is nothing 
in the scholia to correspond to the explanation given in Origo 
III. 7 of the calling upon lanus first in all sacrifices and of his 
cognomen "Pater.** 

From the facts mentioned above it is apparent that the 
scholia to Vergil which we have today could not have been the 
source of the Origo in the story of lanus and Satumus. How- 
ever, it is also clear that in the main outline of the story, found 
in the scholia in its simplest form and in the Origo with the 
addition of many details, both versions depend upon a common 
source. Let us now consider certain accounts of the same story 
given by Minucius Felix in the Octavius and Tertullian in the 
Apologeticus and ad nationes. Min. Fel. Oct. 21, "Satumum enim 
principem huius generis et examinis omnes scriptores vetustatis 
Graeci Romanique hominem prodiderunt, scit hoc Nepos et 
Cassius in historia, et Thallus ac Diodorus hoc loquuntur. is 
itaque Satumus Creta profugus Italiam metu filii saevientis 



*We find this same story given by Macrobius in connection with an 
account of lanus and Satumus which a^ees in the main with that of the 
Origo: Sat. I. 7, 22, ''aes ita fuisse signatum hodieque intellegitur in 
aleae lusum, cum pueri denarios in sublime iactantes 'capita aut navia' 
lusu teste vetustatis exclamant." The account in the Origo is quite 
different in its statement, and also adds one thing which Macrobius 
omits, **quod nunc vulgo comimpentes *naviam *dicunt.'* It would 
seem that the ''hodieque'' found in both does not refer to the time of 
Macrobius nor to that of Auct. Orig., but that it was taken over from 
the source common to both. The custom described must have been 
usual at all times. The chief source of this whole chapter of Macrobius 
is determined by Samter as Varro (Quaest. Var., 1891, p. 4ff.) R. Ritter 
accepts this conclusion (cf. De Varrone Vergilii in etc. auctore. Dissert. 
Phil. Hal. 14, p. 404.) 
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accesserat et lani susceptus hospitio rudes illos homines et 
agrestes multa docuit ut Graeculus et politus : litteras inprimere, 
nummos signare, instnimenta conficere. itaque latebram suam» 
quod tuto latuisset, vocari maluit Latium, et urbem Satumiam 
(condidit) de suo nomine et laniculum lanus, ad memoriam (que) 
uterque posteritatis reliquerunt. homo igitur utique qui fugit, 
homo utique qui latuit, et pater hominis et natus ex homine; 
Terrae enim et Caeli filius, quod apud Italos esset ignotis par- 
entibus, proditur, ut in hodiemum inopinato visos Caelo missos, 
ignobiles et ignotos terrae filios nominamus. eius filius luppiter 
Cretae excluso parente regnavit, illic obiit, illic filios habuit: 
adhuc antrum lovis visitur et sepulcrum eius ostenditur, et 
ipsis sacris suis humanitatis arguitur/' This same story is 
found also in the Apologeticus of TertuUian ch. 10, p. 80, 1.26 
(edit. min. F. Oehler): ''ante Satumum deus penes vos nemo 
est; ab illo census totius vel potioris et notions divinitatis. 
itaque quod de origine constiterit, id et de posteritate conveniet. 
Satumum itaque, si quantum litterae decent, neque Diodorus 
Graecus aut Thallus neque Cassius Severus aut Cornelius Nepos 
neque uUus commentator eiusmodi antiquitatum aliud quam 
hominem promulgaverunt, si quantum rerum argumenta, 
nusquam invenio fideliora quam apud ipsam Italiam, in qua 
Satumus post multas expeditiones postque Attica hospitia con- 
sedit, exceptus a lano, vel lane, ut Salii volunt. mons, quem 
incoluerat, Satumius dictus, civitas quam depalaverat, Satumia 
usque nunc est, tota denique Italia, post Oenotriam, Satumia 
cognominabatur. ab ipso primum tabulae et imagine signatus 
nummus, et inde aerario praesidet. tamen si homo Satumus, 
utique ex homine, et quia ab homine, non utique de caelo et 
terra, sed cuius parentes ignoti erant, facile fuit eorum filium 
dici quorum et omnes possumus videri. quis enim non caelum 
ac terram matrem ac patrem venerationis et honoris gratia ap- 
pellet? vel ex consuetudine humana, qua ignoti vel ex inopi- 
nato adparentes de caelo supervenisse dicimtur. proinde Satumo 
repentino ubique caelitem contigit dici; nam et teirae filios 
vulgus vocat quorum genus incertum est. taceo quod ita rudes 
adhuc homines agebant, ut cuiuslibet novi viri adspectu quasi 
divino commoverentur, cum hodie iam politi quos ante paucos 
dies luctu publico mortuos sint confessi, in deos consecrent."* 

^It will not be necessary to transcribe the citation from ad not, 
(II. 12, p. 202, 1. 3-203, 1. 1 ed. Oehler), since it is almost identical with 
that of the ApoL, but reference will be made to it in case of special phrases 
and words which bring out more clearly the relationship to be established. 
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We notice, first, two main ideas common to all three, one, 
that Satumus and Janus were men, the other, that Satumus 
coming as a fugitive to Italy was kindly received by Janus, 
Auct. Orig. I. 3 (cf. III. 1) '"ab eo (lano) postea venientem ex- 
ceptum esse Satumum," Min. Fel. ''is itaque Satumus Creta 
profugus Italiam metu filii saevientis accesserat et lani susceptus 
hospitio," Tertul. "apud ipsam Italiam, in qua Satumus post 
multas expeditiones postque Attica hospitia consedit, exceptus a 
lano, vel lane, ut Salii volunt/' As in the scholia to Vergil, so 
here in Octav. and Apol. there is no mention of the coming 
of Janus into Italy. This part of the Janus-Satumus myth is 
peculiar to the Origo where it occupies a very prominent place» 
being mentioned in I. 3 and III. 7, and narrated at length in 

II. 1-4. Further, all three agree in the discussion of how and 
why men of excellent virtue were made gods by primitive folk. 
Let us consider more closely their respective statements of this 
idea. The thought of Origo I. 2, "tanta autem usque ad id 
tempus antiquorum hominum traditur fuisse simplicitas, ut 
venientes ad se advenas," does not appear in the Octavius, but 
Tertul. speaks of it both in the Apol. and in ad nat. : Apol. 1. 1.» 
"taceo quod ita rudes adhuc homines agebant, ut cuiuslibet 
novi viri adspectu quasi divino commoverentur," and ad not. 
1. 1., 1. 24, "nihil allego de statu antiquitatis, qua (ita) rudes tunc 
agebantur et oculi et mentes hominum, ut cuiuslibet nov (i viri) 
aspectu quasi divino commoverentur, nedum et regis, et quidem 
primi.** The word **antiquitas*' of ad nat, corresponds to 
"antiquorum" of Origo, "rudes" is used in ad nat. with the same 
force as "simplicitas" of the Origo, and in ad nat. (line 22) we 
find "de caelo advenisse dicuntur," where the verb-form "ad- 
venisse" of the noun "advenas" of the Origo is used. Again 
both Tert. and Min. Fel. assign as the cause of the elevating of 
men to gods the fact that their parents were unknown and 
naturally were considered to be caelum and terra. Auct. Orig. 
adds a most important idea, not contained in the other authors» 
cf. I. 2, "advenas, qui modo consilio ac sapient ia praediti ad 
instruendam vitam formandosque mores aliquid conferrent." 
This idea was very necessary to Auct. Orig. since he intended 
to lay emphasis upon the fact that Satumus alone introduced 
into Latium various improvements on the mode of living (cf. 

III. 3). 

Again in speaking of the fact that Satumus was bom from 
caelum and terra Auct. Orig. says, I. 2, "quod eorum parentes 
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atque originem ignorabant, caelo et terra editos.'* Min. Pel. 
is much fuller in his statement, 'Terras enim et Caeli filius, quod 
apud Italos esset ignotis parentibus proditur ut in hodiemum 
inopinato visos caelo missos, ignobiles et ignotos terrae filios 
nominamus." Tertul. writes at great length, Apol. 1. 1. *'tamen 
si homo Satumus, utique ex homine, et quia ab homine, non 
utique de caelo et terra, sed cuius parentes ignoti erant, facile 
fuit eorum filium dici quorum et omnes possumus videri; quis 
enim non caelum ac terram matrem ac patrem venerationis et 
honoris gratia appellet? vel ex consuetudine humana, qua 
ignoti vel ex inopinato adparentes de caelo supervenisse di- 
cuntur. prionde Satumo repentino ubique caelitem contigit dici; 
nam et terrae filios vulgus vocat quorum genus incertum est/' 
Here Min. Pel. and especially Tertul., having another object in 
view, have discussed at length what Auct. Orig. mentions very 
briefly. It is hardly necessary to call attention to the very 
close agreement in word and phrase between the three places 
cited. Pinally we note that Auct. Orig. (I. 2) says, "(caelo et 
terra editos) non solum ipsi crederent, verum etiam posteris 
affirmarent," an idea naturally to be inferred from the accounts 
of Min. Pel. and Tertul., but not expressly stated. 

Turning now to chap. III. of the Origo we find the outline 
of the story there narrated given both by Min. Pel. and by 
TertuUian. Prom the following arrangement of parallel pas- 
sages the similarities and differences of these accounts will be 
more clearly seen: 



[in. Fel. 
is itaque Satumus 
Creta profugus Itali- 
an! metu mii saevi- 
entis accesserat et 
lani susceptus hos- 
pitio rudes illos ho- 
mines et agrestes mul- 
ta docuit ut Graecu- 

lusetpolitus 

instrumenta confi- 
cere. itaque latebram 
suam, quod tuto latu- 
isset, vocari maluit 
Latium, et urbem Sa- 
tymiam (condidit) de 
suo nomine et lani- 
culum lanus, ad me- 
moriam(que) uter- 
que posteritatis, re- 
hquerunt. 



TertuU. 

(Italiam) in qua Sa- 
tumus, post multas 
expeditiones postque 
Attica hospitia con- 
sedit, exceptus a la- 
no vel lane, ut Salii 
volunt. mons quern 
incoluerat Satumius 
dictus, civitas quam 
depalaverat, Satur- 
nia usque nunc est. 
tota denique Italia, 
post Oenotriam, Sa- 
tumia comominaba- 
tur. (and near the 
end of this same pas- 
sage quoted above) 
taceo quod ita rudes 
adhuc homines age- 
bant. 
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Origo. 
III. (1) igiturlanoreg- 
nante apud indigenas 
rudes incultosque Sa- 
tumus re^o profu- 
gus cum in Italiam 
venisset, benigne ex- 
ceptus hospitio est 
ibic^ue haud procul a 
laniculo arcem suo 
nomine Satumiam 
constituit. (2) isque 
primus agriculturam 
edocuit ferosque ho- 
mines et rapto vivere 
adsuetos ad compo- 
sitam vitam eduxit 
. . . (3) (Satumus) 
qui vitam moresque 
feris etiamtum men- 
tibus insinuans ad 
communem utilita- 
tem, ut supra dixi- 
mus, disciplinam co- 
lendi ruris edocuit. 



It is evidently the same story, even the same words being 
used: Min. Pel. "susceptus hospitio," Tert. "exceptus" (cf. 
Attica hospitia*' just preceding), Auct. Orig. "benignus exceptus 
hospitio;" Min. Pel. "rudes illos homines et agrestes," Tert. 
"taceo quod ita rudes adhuc homines agebant," Auct. Orig. 
*'apud indigenas rudes incultosque;** Min. Pel. *'multa,** "In- 
strumenta conficere/' Tert. says nothing about these things, 
Auct. Orig. '*agriculturam," **compositam vitam," 'Vitam 
moresque,*' "disciplinam colendi ruris." We note that Min. 
Pel. seems to have added "Grraeculus et politus" of his own 
accord in order to cast contempt upon the so-called gods of 
Rome. Only Min. Pel. mentions Crete as the original home of 
Satumus, and his former residence in Attica is given only by 
Tertul. The explanation of the names Latium and Italia- 
Satumia, related by Min. Pel. and Tertul. respectively, do not 
occur in the Origo, but the mention of a city called Satumia 
is common to all three. Min. Pel. says **urbem Satumiam 
(condidit) de suo nomine,*' Tert. **civitas quam depalaverat^ 
Satumia usque nunc est," Auct. Orig. III. 1, **arcem suo nomine 
Satumiam constituit," and III. 4, "sed (perhaps quam) urbem 
Satumus cum in Italiam venisset condidisse traditur.*'* 

Pinally we have the following: 



I. Fel. Tertul. Auct. Orig. 

(multa docuit Satur- ab ipso (Sat.) pri- III. 4, is (Sat.) turn 
nus) : litteras inpri- mum tabulae' et ima- etiam usum signandi 
mere,' nummos sig- gine signatus num- aeris ac monetae in 
nare. mus, et inde aerario formam incutiendae 

praesidet. ostendisse tradittu*. in 

quam etc. III. 6, 
aedes q^uoque sub cli- 
vo Capitolino, in qua 
pecumam conditam 
nabebat, aerarium Sa- 
tumi hodieque dici- 
tur. 



^Mommsen (Hermes XII. 1877, p. 404) is inclined to think that 
Tertul. 1. 1. and Auct. Ori^. IV. 4 refer to Satumia in Etruria. My 
reasons for not agreeing with him, but preferring to think that both 
Tertul. and Auct. Orig. have the Capitoline city in mind, will be set forth 
at p. 22 of this dissertation. Further we note that the word "ci vitas** 
is used by Tertul. but neither by Min. Fel. nor by Auct. Orig. However, 
Augustine, C. D. VII. 4, in a narrative similar to that given by these 
three authors, says "ut etiam civitates singulas conderent (Sat. and lanus) 
iste laniculum, ille Satumiam." Here we find the same word **ci vitas" 
used. Further notice will be taken of this passage of Augustine's later, 
p. 20. 

•The statements of Min. Fel. "litteras inprimere" and Tert. "tabulae,** 
attributing the invention of letters to Satumus, are contrary to the usual 
tradition which assies this to Carmenta, and differ from the Origo 
V. 4, where Euander is named as the one who introduced this art. 
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These passages show a remarkable agreement. Min. Fel. 
says simply "nummos signare,*' Tertul. gives the same *4magine 
signatus nummus **but he adds **et inde aerario praesidet.*' 
Auct. Orig. speaks of both of these things at length, discussing 
the coinage of bronze in III. 4, and the establishment of the 
treasury in III. 6. Hence we are forced to conclude that there 
existed a well defined tradition which attributed the invention 
of coinage to Satumus, not to lanus.' 

In view of these considerations it is evident that in these 
passages Tertullian, Min. Felix and Auctor Originis give material 
which comes from the same ultimate source, each presenting 
the same main outline of the story, and each adding or omitting 
details according to his own purpose. 



*If the emendation of Deut.-Serv. Aen. VIII. 367 (cf. p. 11 note) is 
accepted this passage too will have to be joined with those just discussed. 
Further, mention may be made here of what seems to have been an over- 
sight on the part of Mommsen (cf. Hermes XII. 1877, p. 404.) Speaking 
of Origo in. 4, he says, *'Die Einftthrung des Geldes ftihrt die Legende 
einstimmig auf lanus ziirttck.** However we have just shown that this 
is not true. Further he says "Nach der fgangbaren Erz&hlung soil lanus 
das Schiff auf die M<inze gesetzt haben, in Erinnerung an den ueber das 
Meer nach Italien gelangten Saturnus." To prove this he quotes Plut 
quaest. Rom. 41, Ovid Fast. I. 233, Macrob. Sat. I, 7, 22. But Plutarch does 
not say that lanus himself had the ship placed on the coin nor that he intro- 
duced coinage at all (cf . 1.1." '* hrl n/Ayrov Kfi6vov r\olip dtarepdffairros tls ^IraX/ay" 
" ^fifioKoy lf<rxc fb v6fiurfui rod pukv vofu^irov rb dlfwp<poy C»s efpi^rai 5id t^p jucra/SoX^y" 
Nor does Ovid affirm that /anus placed the ship on the coinage, but 1. 1. 
239, **bona posteritas puppem formavit in aere Hospitis adventum 
testificata dei.** Then Mommsen adds "wahrend eine andere Version 
(Plut. a. a. O., Athen. 15, 46, p. 692) den Satumus ganz beseitigt und den 
lanus zum Erfinder des Schiff es macht." This is true, but he says 
further **oder auch ihn wegen seiner eigenen Einwanderung nach Italien 
das Schiff auf seine Muenze setzen laesst (Plut. a. a. O., Scholien zur Aen. 
VIII. 367"). We have just shown that Plutarch did not say this and on 
p. 11 note, it was shown that Deut.-Serv. Aen. VHI. 367, is referring to 
Satumus, not to lanus. Finally, Mommsen concludes thus, "wenn es nun 
in unserer Origo, III. 4, heisst: *istum etiam usum etc.,* so stellt sich 
diese Erzahlung offenbar zu der letzten Version, die ja auch die ihrer 
Quelle, der Ver^lcommentare ist; und es kann der erste Concipient 
dieser Worte bei dem 'iste' nur an den lanus gedacht haben, dessen 
Kopf die Muenze trus. Aber in dem Zusammenhang, in dem diese 
Stelle in der Origo auitritt, muss 'iste' vielmehr auf Satumus bezogen 
werden, sei es nun, dass der Schreiber seine Vorlage missverstanden, sei 
es, dass er selber die Angabe richtig bezogen und sich nur, wie oftmals, 
im Ausdruck verwirrt hat." Mommsen* s error appears when we examine 
the Brussels codex more closely, (M. had seen the codex itself as well as 
the editio princeps of Schott, cf. Herm. III. p. 392), an error which 
Schott also made. For cod. Brux. has in the text "Istum,** but in the 
right margin written by the same scribe or perhaps by one of a little 
later date, **Is tum." The pages are rather tightly bound so that both 
Schott and Mommsen did not notice this correction. It is clear that 
from the point of view both of grammar and of context, the word "is** 
refers to Satumus, not to lanus. 
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Who was the ultimate source for all these writers? From 
the following arguments^ I am persuaded that it was Varro, 
although it is by no means probable that the immediate source 
was a single author used by all four. A. TertuUian in the whole 
of ad nationes II. used Varro freely, as he affirms in the begin- 
ning of his work and as appears from the number of times 
Varro 's name is mentioned. This conclusion follows also from 
a comparison of ad nat. II. with Augustine C. D. VI. 5. B. It 
is made probable that the particular passage under discussion, 
ad nat. II. 12, p. 202, 1. 5-203, 1. !,• is to be attributed to Varro 
from the fact that (1) just before, at II. 12, p. 202, 1. 9, TertuU. 
in speaking of Satumus, although he professes to depart from 
Varro's account yet follows him. Tertul. followed the same 
practice at II. 9, p. 195, 1. 15, as appears from a comparison of 
this passage with Deut.-Serv. Aen. VIII. 275. (2) Again if II. 
12, p. 200, 1. 22ff. and August. C. D. VII. 18-19 be compared it 
becomes very probable that Varro was TertuUian's source at 
this place, since there is no doubt that Augustine in these chap- 
ters is following Varro.» (3) Varro (cf. Aug. C. D. VII. 18) 
clearly distinguishes Jove the son from Satumus the father, 
as does Tertul. II. 12, p. 200, 1. 11. Further, Varro's reason for 
rejecting the common version of the myth, according to which 
Satumus the father was believed to be the older, and for as- 
serting that Jove was the elder god, is explained thus, C. D. 
VII. 18, **quod ante est causa, quae pertinet ad lovem, quam 
semen quod pertinet ad Satumum.'* (4) It appears from 
C. D. VII. 19 that Varro is used at II. 12, p. 201, 1. 8, where 
Tertul. says some people (quidam) say that Satumus is tempus 
thus giving, as it seems, two versions. Also the other opinion, 
that Satumus was to be explained as semen, was known to 
Tertul. (cf. II. 12, p. 201, 1. 14.) (C) Hence we may conclude 
that Tertul. ad nat. II. 12, just preceding p. 202, 1. 5, follows 
Varro. At the beginning of II. 13 Varro is quoted by name as 
one of those who say that after death certain men were made 
gods. Hence it seems reasonable to assume that that which 



»Cf. F. Wilhelm, Bresl. phil. Abhandl. 1888, Bd. II. H. I. p. 44ff., 
whose line of argtunentation I follow very closely in discussing this 
group of passages. 

•The quotations from TertuUian are made from the editio minor 
of F. Oehler. Leipzig 1854. 

'In VII. 18 the statements aeree with those otherwhere attributed 
directly to Varro and in VII. 19 varro is quoted by name. 
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intervenes, which agrees with this belief of Varro, may also be 
assigned to him. (D) This last assumption would not be con- 
vincing were it not for a passage of Lactantius, D. I., I. 13, 
6-10, where an account similar to that of our four authors is 
found. Lactantius gives his sources as "omnes ergo non tan- 
tum poetae, sed historiarum quoque ac rerum antiquarum 
scriptores hominem fuisse consentiunt, qui res eius in Italia 
gestas memoriae prodiderunt, Graeci Diodorus et Thallus, 
Latini Nepos et Cassius et Varro'* Let us compare this with the 
authorities given by TertuUian and Minucius Felix. Tertul. 
says, ad nat. II. p. 202, l.*7, "legimus apud Cassium Severum, 
apud Comelios Nepotem et Tacitum, apud Graecos quoque 
Diodorum, quive alii antiquitatum canos collegerunt." Like- 
wise in Apolog. 10, we find, '*Satumum itaque, si quantum 
litterae docent, neque Diodorus Graecus aut Thallus neque 
Cassius Severus aut Cornelius Nepos neque uUus commentator 
eiusmodi antiquitatum* aliud quam hominem promulgavenmt.** 
Min. Fel. Oct. XXI. reads, "Satumum enim principem huius 
generis et examinis omnes scriptores vetustatis Graeci Roma- 
nique hominem prodiderunt. scit hoc Nepos et Cassius in historia, 
et Thallus ac Diodorus hoc loquuntur." As to the authors 
named, TertuUian, it seems, had seen only one of them, Tacitus, 
in the Historiae (cf. ad nat. I. 11 and Apol. 16, where the use 
of the Historiae is proven.) Diodorus seems to be quoted here 
at second hand, just as in. de cor, 7, p. 231, 23, where though 
naming Diodorus Tertul. doubtless used Claudius Satuminus 
(cf. de cor. 7, p. 232, 16). Again there are no other traces 
whatsoever to prove a use of Nepos. Further, it is admitted 
that Cassius Severus is wrongly given by Tertul. for Cassius 
Hemina. The reason for this mistake is clear if we assume that 
in the immediate source there stood simply Cassius, as Lac- 
tantius has it. Min. Felix more scrupulous in the matter of 
accuracy, added **in historia,'* while Tertul. seeing only Cassius 
confused Cassius Hemina with Cassius Severus, who lived some 
two hundred years before Tertul. and concerning whom we have 
no certain evidence that he wrote history. Furthermore it 
seems that Varro and Nepos and Cassius were sometimes quoted 



*Note the phrases "commentator eiusmodi antiquitatum" and "qui 
alii antiquitatum canos coUegerunt" of Tertul. and "nistoriarum quoque 
ac rerum antiquartun scriptores ''of Lactantius. The recurrence of the 
phrase seems to suggest the Antiquitates of Varro. 
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together when the matter came really from Varro. For we 
find that Gellius in XVII. 21, a chapter which in great part is 
dependent on Varro/ says, Sec. 3, **ut Cassius in primo annalium 

ut Cornelius Nepos in primo chronico." and Sec. 24, **ut 

M. Varro ait ut Cornelius autem Nepos scriptum 

reliquit." Hence we conclude that Varro, one of the authbrs 
quoted by Lactantius, is the ultimate source of this story. 

This conclusion is strengthened by a passage in Augustine 
(de Civ. Dei VII. 4) **de lano quidem non mihi facile quicquam 
occurrit, quod ad probum pertineat. et fortasse talis fuerit, in- 
nocentius vixerit et a facinoribus flagitiisque remotius. Satur- 
num fugientem benignus excepit; cum hospite partitus est 
regnum, ut etiam civitates singulas conderent, iste laniculum, 
ille Satumiam. sed isti in cultu deorum omnis dedecoris adpetitores, 
cuius vitam minus turpem invenerunt, eum simulacri monstrosa 
deformitate turparunt, nunc eum bifrontem, nunc etiam qua- 
drifrontem, tamquam geminum, facientes." The turn given 
to this last statement is evidently due to Augustine's religious 
views, but the whole account is the same as that of the other 
authors under discussion and is to be attributed to the same 
source. Although Varro is much used in this part of the City 
of God yet this particular statement is not assigned to anyone 
but is introduced by the general phrase **non mihi facile quic- 
quam occurrit." In discussing this passage R. Agahd' says 
"Augustinus cum scribit C. D. VII. 4, p. 279, 23 sqq.: *De lano 
quidem non mihi facile quicquam occurrit, quod ad probum 

pertineat Satumum fugientem benignus excepit, cum 

hospite partitus est regnum eqs.,' a Varrone non pendet, id quod 
concedes, cum totum illud caput perlegeris. ceterum his verbis 
*non mihi facile quicquam occurrit* ipse Augustinus multas 
deorum fabulas hie illic se legisse indicat." And the similar 
passages of Tertul. Min. Fel. and Lactant. he also refuses to 
assign to the res divinae of Varro, saying that Varro, whatever 



»Cf. G. F. Unger, Rh. Mus. XXXV. 1880, p. 13. 

'Cf . Jahrb. f . clas. Phil. 1898 Supplb. 24, p. 64 and note. C. Franken 
(Frag. Var. p. 59) recognizes this passage as Varronian. £. Schwarz 
(de Var. apud st. patr. vestig. Jahrb. f. cl. Phil. 1888 Supplb. 16, p. 480) 
gives the passage in his collection, saying however that it is '*fragmentum 
dubitationi nimis obnoxium." 

It may be noted here that Augustine C. D. VII. 19, says, "falcem 
habet (Satumus), inquit (Varro), propter acriculturam." Cf. Orig. 
III. 2, "is (Sat.) primus agriculturam adocuit. But the statement is 
too general to be of great value as proof of the above contention. 
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he might have done in his other writings, in the res divinae at 
least did not follow the Euhemeristic tendency. However this 
opinion of Agahd's hardly agrees with Tertul. ad nat. II. 13 
init. **quos a primordio possunt non asserere (nisi homines 
fuisse, recipiunt in) divinitatem, affirmando illos post mortem 
deos factos, ut Varro, et qui cum eo somniaverunt." This 
statement of Tertul., that Varro conceived of many gods as 
having been simply human beings while on earth and made gods 
after death, in the connection where it stands seems to apply to 
Varro in his res divinae, since this was the chief source for 
Tertul. in ad nat. II. Secondly, it is not unnatural to suppose 
that this applies especially to Varro's treatment of Janus and 
Satumus, since these gods are the subject of discussion in this 
part of the ad nationes. Therefore it is not impossible that such 
an account of Janus and Satumus as given by Augustine, Tertul. 
and the others was to be found in the res divinae. Varro's 
explanation of Satumus as "semen** or "tempus** might refer 
to what Satumus represented after he had been made a god 
and might not preclude a narration of his life on earth. From 
the preceding discussion it appears certain that the passage in 
question is Varronian and that very probably it is to be attri- 
buted to Varro 's res divinae. 

Finally the conclusion that the narrative concerning Janus 
and Saturnus comes from Varro will be made stronger if it can 
be shown that there is Varronian material in other parts of the 
Origo. In pursuing this plan we shall discuss next the story 
of Faunus as given in Origo IV. 4-6: *'(4) post Picum regnavit 
in Italia Faunus, quem a fando dictum volunt, quod is solet 
futura pracinere versibus, quos Satumios dicimus; quod genus 
metri in vaticinatione Satumiae primum proditum est. Sed 
(perhaps quam) urbem Saturnus cum in Italiam venisset con- 
didisse traditur. (5) eius rei Ennius testis est, cum ait: 'Ver- 
sibu* quos olim Fauni vatesque canebant*. (6) hunc Faunum 
plerique eundem Silvanum a silvis, Inuum deum, quidam etiam 
Pana vel Pan esse dixerunt." The verse of Ennius with the 
author's name cited we find in Cicero Brutus, 18, 71 and 19, 
75 and Orat. 47, 157 and 51, 171. However no etymology 
of 'Taunus** is given nor is there any further discussion such as 
the Origo contains. In Festus (p. 325 M.) is found 'Versus 
quoque antiquissimi, quibus Faunus fata cecinisse hominibus 
videtur, Satumii appellantur.*' The passage explains the 
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Satumian verse but does not give the etymology of Faunus nor 
the verse of Ennius. Again Deut.-Serv., Georg. I. 11 (cf. Serv. 
Aen. VII. 47, and Deut.-Serv. Aen. VIII. 314), quoting Varro, 
"sed Varro ad Ciceronem," gives almost the exact words of 
Varro: '*(Fauni) dii Latinorum, ita ut (et) Faunus et Fauna 
sit. per ex versibus quos vocant Satumios, in silvestribus locis 
solitos fari futura atque inde faunos dictos.'* But the verse 
from Ennius is omitted. It happens that this passage of Varro 
has been preserved, and it reads as follows : de ling. Lot, VII. 36, 
** 'Versibu' quos olim Faunei vatesque canebant*. Fauni dei 
Latinorum, ita ut et Faunus et Fauna sit; hos versibus, quos 
vocant Satumios, in silvestribus locis traditum est solitos 
fari, (a) quo fando Faunos dictos.'* Here there is not only 
the explanation of the Satumian verse and the etymology of 
Faunus, but also — ^which is the deciding factor — ^the verse of 
Ennius. From this last consideration we seem warranted in 
concluding that in this passage the Auctor Originis used material 
taken from Varro. 

However it is also clear that Auct. Orig. did not use merely 
the material handed down from this passage of Varro, but also 
that he added other details to it from his other reading or from 
the intermediate source. For we find in the Origo, in addition 
to the account as given by Varro 1. 1., also the following state- 
ments: (1) *'post Picum regnavit in Italia Faunus;*' (2) 
**quod genus metri in vaticinatione Satumiae primum proditum 
est;** (3) **sed (quam) urbem Satumus cum in Italiam ve- 
nisset condidisse traditur.** (4) "eius rei Ennius testis est;** 
(5) "hunc Faunum plerique eundem Silvanum a silvis, Inuum 
deum, quidam etiam Pana vel Pan esse dixerunt.'* The first 
statement, (1), was general information, and also agrees with 
Varro, as shown by Augustine C. D. XVIII. 15; the second, 
(2), is peculiar to the Origo. I have not found elsewhere the 
statement that Satumian verses were first used in prophecy at 
the city Satumia. The fact that it is so closely connected 
by Auct. Orig. with a story from Varro seems to indicate that 
it too is to be attributed to Varro. In the third statement, (3)^ 
there is strong additional proof that the passage is Varronian; 
for we find in the same book of Varro, de, ling. Lat., V. 42, the 
following: ^'antiquum oppidum in hoc fuisse Satumiam scribi- 
tur. eius vestigia etiam nunc manent.*' This evidently refers 
to the Capitoline town. Hence it seems clear that Auct. Orig. 
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here, IV. 4 (as well as III. 1) is speaking of the city on the 
Capitoline. Further it may be concluded that TertuUian also, 
Apol. 10, "civitas quam depalaverat Satumia usque nunc est," 
has in mind the town on the Capitoline, not that in Etruria, 
because, first, of the agreement in the two statements "usque 
nunc est" of Tertul. and "eius vestigia etiam nunc manent" 
of Varro; and especially since above it has been shown that 
Tertul. at this place is following Varro.* In the fourth, (4), the 
author of the verse is given. Neither Festus nor the scholiast 
gives this name, since neither gives the verse of Ennius, nor in- 
deed does Varro preserve here the author's name, although he 
gives the verse. Hence we must assume either that Ennius 
was well known to Auct. Orig., or that Auct. Orig. learned of the 
author of this verse through Cicero (cited above), or that the 
intermediate source for the Origo, which source is now lost, 
furnished also this information. The last supposition seems 
to b^ the most probable one. Finally in the last, (5), we may 
suppose that Auctor Originis, taking up the suggestion of 
Varro's words "in silvestribus locis," added this sixth para- 
graph, which was certainly general information, concerning 
the common identification of Faunus with Silvanus ("a silvis"), 
and Inuus and Pan. It seems to be beyond all doubt that 
the kernel of the narrative is Varronian. 

Continuing the investigation of Varronian material to be 
found in the Origo, let us consider further the accounts of the 
two departures of Aeneas from Troy given in IX. 1-4. (1) Aeneas, 
Ilio Achivis prodito ab Antenore aliisque principibus, cum prae 
se deos penates patremque Anchisen umeris gestans necnon et 
parvulum filium manu trahens noctu excederet, orta luce cog- 
nitus ab hostibus, eo quod tanta onustus pietatis sarcina erat, 
non modo a nuUo interpellatus, sed etiam a rege Agamemnone, 
quo vellet, ire permissus Idam petit, ibique navibus fabricatis 
cum multis diversi sexus oraculi admonitu Italiam petit."* 
IX. 2, 3, 4. (2) "non modo Antenorem sed etiam ipsum Aeneam 



^Hence I can not agree with Mommsen, Hermes XII., p. 404, in his 
discussion of these passages. 

•The authorities quoted here are "ut docet Alexander Ephesius 

libro primo belli Marsici," and below, IX. 2, *'at vero Lutatius 

tradit.'' As stated in the preface, it is not contended that Auct. Ori^. 
saw the works of these men, but that he quotes them having found their 
names connected with these stories in the intermediate source which he 
himself used. ' I hope at a later date to enter more fully into the question 
of this strange list of authorities cited in the Origo. 
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proditorem patriae fuisse. (3) cui cum a rege Agamemnone 
permissum esset ire, quo vellet, et umeris suis, quod potissimum 
putaret, hoc ferret, niliil ilium praeter deos penates et patrem 
duosque parvulos filios, ut quidam tradunt, ut vero alii, unum, 
cui lulo cognomen, post etiam Ascanio fuerit, secum extulisse. 
(4) qua pietate motos Achivorum principes remisisse, ut rever- 
teretur domum atque inde omnia secum, quae vellet, auferret. 
itaque eum magnis cum opibus pluribusque sociis utriusque 
sexus a Troia digressum longo man emenso per diversas terra- 
rum oras in Italiam devenisse.*' The vital distinction between 
the two narratives is that in IX. 1, Aeneas is not a traitor, but 
at the fall of Troy he attempts to make his escape in spite of the 
victorious Greeks, while in IX. 2-4, he is "proditor patriae" and 
for that reason is granted permission by the Greeks to leave 
unmolested. There are other well marked differences but this 
is the main distinction. The motive of piety is common to 
both stories. 

Keeping this distinction in mind let us compare the similar 
accounts given in the Scholia Veronensia, Aen. II. 717: (A) 
**Varro secundo historiarum refert, Aenean capta Troia arcem 
cum plurimis occupasse magnaque hostium (gratia obtinuisse a) 
beundi pot est at em. itaque (concessum ei quod) vellet auferre 
cumque circa (aur) um opesque alias ceteri morarentur, Aenean 
patrem suum coUo (tulisse mirantibus)que Achivis hanc pie- 
tatem redeundi Ilium copiam datam ac deos penates ligneis 
sigillis vel lapideis, terrenis quoque Aenean (umeris extulisse,) 
quam rem Graecos stupentes omnia sua auferendi potestatem 
dedisse eaque (ratione saepius redeuntem omnia a Troia ab- 
stulisse et in navibus posuisse).*' Also Schol. Ver. Aen, II. 
717: (B) "idem historiarum libro I. ait, Ilio capto (Aenean cum 
dis pena)tibus umeris inpositis erupisse duosque filios, Asca- 
nium et Eurybaten, bracchio eius innixos ante ora hostium prae 
(tergressos, dat)as etiam ei naves concessumque, ut quas 
vellet de navibus securus veheret.'** 



*The narrative (A) of Sch. Ver. is given in almost the same words 
by Deut.-Serv. Aen. II. 636, "sed Varro rerum humanarum ait permissum 
a Graecis Aeneae, ut evaderet et quod carum putaret auferret; ilium 
patrem liberasse, cum illi quibus similis optio esset data, aurum et ar- 
gentum abstulissent. sed Aeneae propter admirationem iterum a Graecis 
concessum, ut quod vellet auferret; ilium, ut simile, quod laudatum 
fuerat, faceret, deos penates abstulisse. tunc ei a Graecis concessum, ut 
et quos vellet secum et sua omnia liberaret.'' The same source is quoted, 
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Let lis compare first the accoimt, given in Schol. Ver. (B), 
with Origo IX. 1. We notice that the distinguishing feature 
is common to both, i.e., Aeneas tries to make his escape in spite 
of the Greeks, Origo **noctu excederet," Sch. Ver. **erupisse 

ante ora hostium praetergressos.** But in the Origo 

the narrative is much fuller, giving besides what the scholia say 
the following facts: (a) "Ilio Achivis prodito ab Antenore 
aliisque principibus," (b) **patrem Anchisen*' (a strange omis- 
sion on the part of the scholiast, due, doubtless, to an oversight), 
(c) **eo quod tanta onustus pietatis sarcina erat," (d) "Idam 
petit,*' (e) **oraculi admonitu Italiam petit,'* and using much 
fuller expressions in the main outline of the story. Hence we 
conclude that both these authors give the same story, which 
comes from the same source, but that the scholiast preserves 
merely the outline while Auct. Orig. gives a much more com- 
plete narrative.* 

Now let us turn to Origo IX. 2-4 and Sch. Ver. (A). It is 
evident that the two versions are the same. Permission was 
granted Aeneas to leave Troy unmolested and to take with him 
all that he could carry. He chose household gods and father 



Varro, but the account here is not so full as in Sch. Ver., the idea "arcem 
cum {>lurimis occupasse" of the Sch. Ver. being omitted. A similar 
story is given also oy Lycophron, Alex. 1261-1269 (cf. scholia thereto), 
Quintus Smyr. 13, 300-349, Aelian. v. h. 3, 22, and Diodorus VII. 4. 
There seems to be no probability that the Auct. Orig. used any Greek 
sources in any of his narratives. For this story Lycophron, of course, 
could hardly have been his authority. The highly colored poetic account 
of Quint. Smyr. is very different from that of the Origo. Aelian's story 
shows more similarity to that of the Origo. Diodorus shows remarkable 
agreement even in phrase with that of Varro, as given in the scholia to 
\^rgil. Concerning this relationship cf . G. Wissowa, Ges. Abh. p. 108f . 
where this agreement is explained by a common use of Timaeus by both 
Varro and Diodorus. 

Finally we may safely conclude that we should be wide of the mark 
in seeking for sources of the Origo among Greek authors; especially 
in this story where a Latin source is at hand. Hence we shall consider 
in detail only the accounts given in the scholia to Vergil. 



^We shall consider in connection with the following discussion the 
authority given in the scholia: "idem historiarum libro I. ait," and the 
only disagreement between the two authors, Origo "parvulum filium," 
Sch. Ver. duos filios, Ascanium et Eurybaten." 

The account given by Xenophon, de venat. I. 15, " Alptiat W tf-t^at m*f 
To^ troTpifovs Kol fJUffTptfovs $eo6tf ffibcat ik koX airhv rhv xar^pa, d^P edaefieias 
i^p4yKaro &<rrt jcal ol woXdfuoi fiAvtf iKtlvtf &v iKpdrriffap iv Tpo(a $doaap /i^ 
ai;Xi|^wu.* 'seems to belong to the same version as Origo IX. 1, and Sch. 
Ver. (B). However only the one motive, piety, is emphasized by 
Xenophon, hence the relationship is not entirely clear. 
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instead of wealth. The Greeks, admiring his piety, granted him 
leave to return and to carry out everything he wished. But 
the scholia do not state expressly the reason why Aeneas 
was allowed to go out the first time. For neither the deter- 
mined defense of the citadel by Aeneas nor the statement 
''xnagna hostium gratia/' made by the scholia, explains this 
sufficiently. However this latter phrase, seeming to indicate 
a return for former kindness received from Aeneas, taken with a 
sentence of Deut.-Serv. Aen. II. 636, in the same narrative 
quoted from the same author, Varro, (cf. p. 24, note) '^(Aeneas) 
ut simile, qtiod laudatum fuerat, faceret," belittling Aeneas' char- 
acter, suggests that the character of Aeneas as a traitor is not in- 
consistent with this version of his departure from Troy. This 
reason is stated plainly by Auct. Orig. IX. 2, "non modo Ante- 
norem, sed etiam ipsum Aeneam proditorem patriae fuisse."* 
Further, Auct. Orig. says that the household gods and the father 
were carried out at the same time, while according to the scholi- 
ast these were borne from the city in separate journeys. This 
shortening of the narrative by Auct. Orig. forms no objection 
to the contention that the same author is the common source 
of both versions. Lastly the following difference is very com- 
plicated and causes the greatest difficulty. Besides the house- 
hold gods and the father it is stated that Aeneas saved also his 
son. In Origo IX. 1, we find **parvelum filium," but in Sch. 
Ver. (B) **duos filios, Ascanium et Eurybaten;"* again in Origo 
IX. 3, "duos parvulos filios, ut quidam tradunt, ut vero alii, 
unum, cui lulo cognomen, post etiam Ascanio fuerit,"* but in 
Sch. Ver. (A), strange to say, no reference whatsoever is made 
to a son. It does not seem at all probable that Varro made no 
mention of a son. This alone indicates that Auct. Orig. pre- 
serves the better text. It is evident that either Auct. Orig. or 
the scholiast has made a mistake in his quotations. From the 



^Aeneas is said to have been a traitor also by Servius, Aen. I. 242, 
who quotes Livy as his authority (cf. Livy I. 1). But the statement is 
not in any way brought into connection with the departure of Aeneas 
from Troy. 

'I have not been able to find the name "Eurybates" anywhere else. 
Auct. Orig. XIV. 2 and 5, gives as variant for Ascanius "Euryleo," which 
name is found also in Dion. Hal. ant. Rom. I. 65, 72, Sch. Bern., Georg. 
III. 35 and scholia to Lycoph. Alex. 1263. 

•This last statement "ut vero alii, unum, cui lulo copiomen, post 
etiam Ascanio fuerit" seems to be influenced by Vergil, while the words 
"ut quidam tradunt" refer to the version according to Varro. 
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omission of any reference to a son in (A), and from the corrupt 
state of the Veronese manuscript we should suspect the scholia 
rather than the Origo. This mistake on the part of the scholiast 
would be easier to explain if we accept Mai's suggestion that 
"item (for idem) historiarum libro I. (perhaps for libro II.) 
"of Sch. Ver. (B) refers to Varro, who has been quoted only a 
few lines before, in (A), "Varro secundo historiarum,*' the 
scholia preserving two varying accounts of the narrative from 
the same author. For in reading the two accounts together a 
detail of one story might have been carelessly given as belonging 
to the other. 

To sum up the conclusions reached: (1) Neither in IX. 1 
nor IX. 2-4 did the Auct. Orig. use the extant scholia to Vergil;* 
(2) In IX. 2-4 we have a narrative corresponding to one given 
by Varro; (3) In IX. 1 we have a story from the same ultimate 
source as that of Sch. Ver. Aen. II. 717,(B), and this source 
is also probably Vant>. 



CHAPTER XL 

Having discussed in the first chapter the dependence of 
Auctor Originis upon Varro, let us now consider certain other 
passages of the Origo in the composition of which we are per- 
suaded that material from Verrius Flaccus was used. These 
are found in chapters VI., VIII., XII. 2. 

The story of Hercules and Cacus and the theft of the cattle 
is told by Auctor Originis in two versions, the one rationalistic, 
the other the usual or poetic version. This latter (chap. VII.) 
in which Hercules and the cattle of Geryon play the. leading 
part is narrated in about the same way as Vergil and others 
give it, but the former is almost unique; VI. 1-7: "(1) eo 
(Euandro) regnante forte Recaranus quidam, Graecae originis, 
ingentis corporis et magnarum virium pastor, quia erat forma 
et virtute ceteris antecellens, Hercules appellatus, eodem venit. 
(2) cumque armenta eius circa flumen Albulam pascerentur, 



^This is without doubt true of IX. 1. It is not to be denied that the 
whole of IX. 2-4 might have been patched together from Serv. Aen. I. 242, 
Deut.-Serv. Aen. XL 636 and Sch. Ver. Aen. II. 717. It would certainly 
have required considerable ingenuity. The theory does not seem ten- 
able on account of the facts which have already been brought out in the 
discussion and because of others which will appear hereafter. 
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Cacus, Euandri servus, nequitiae versutus et praeter cetera 
furacissimus, Recarani hospitis boves subripuit ac, ne quod 
esset indicium, aversas in speluncam attraxit. (3) cumque 
Recaranus vicinis regionibus peragratis scrutatisque omnibus 
eiuscemodi latebris desperasset inventurum, utcumque aequo 
animo dispendium ferens excedere his finibus constituerat. (4) 
at vero Euander, excellentissimae iustitiae vir, postquam rem 
uti acta erat comperit, servum noxae dedit bovesque restitui 
fecit. (5) turn Recaranus sub Aventino Inventori Patri aram 
dedicavit appellavitque 'maximam' et apud eam decimam sui 
pecoris profanavit. (6) cumque ante moris esset, uti homines 
decimam fructuum regibus suis praestarent, aequius sibi ait 
videri, deos potius illo honore impartiendos esse, quam reges. 
inde videlicet tractum, ut Herculi decimam profanari mos esset, 
secundum quod Plautus : *in partem' inquit *Herculaneam,V id 
est, decimam. (7) consecrata igitur ara maxima profanataque 
apud eam decima Recaranus, eo quod Carmentis invitata ad id 
sacrum non adfuisset, sanxit: ne cui feminae fas esset vesci ex 
eo, quod eidem arae sacratum esset; atque ab ea re divina 
feminae in totum remotae." The only parallel to this story 
is given by the scholiast to Vergil. Deut-Serv. says, Aen. 
VIII. 203, ''sane de Caco interempto ab Hercule tam Graeci 
quam Romani consentiunt, solus Verrius Flaccus dicit Garanum 
fuisse pastorem magnarum virium, qui Cacum afilixit, omnes 
autem magnarum virium apud veteres Hercules dictos."* 
This differs from Origo VI. 1, in two details: Auct. Orig. gives 
the name of the shepherd as Recaranus while Deut.-Serv. says 
GaranuSf* and in the Origo *'Graecae originis" is added, which 
is not given by Deut.-Servius. .Again we find a description 
of Cacus by Servius Aen. VIII. 190, 'Veritas tamen secundum 
philologos et historicos hoc habet, hunc fuisse Euandri nequissi- 
mum servum ac furem.*' This we see is very similar to the 
description of him in Origo VI. 2, "Cacus, Euandri servus, 
nequitiae versutus et praeter cetera furacissimus." But Servius 
does not mention Garanus, or Recaranus, not does he in any way 
refer to the story of Deut.-Serv. and Auct. Orig. Further, no- 



*Cf. Roscher's Lex. IV. 71, Recaranus, by Hoefer. 

*Auct. Orig. gives the name six times VI. 1, 2, 3, 5, 7 and VIII. 1, 
while Deut.-Serv. has it only once. Hence it is more probable that the 
text of the scholia is at fault in the spelling of the name than that of the 
Origo. The varying forms have been widely discussed. 
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where do we find anything similar to the statements of Origo 
VI. 4 and 6 (cf. above), which agree perfectly with the whole 
narrative of the Origo and in which Plautus is quoted accurately 
and appropriately. Finally Origo VI. 7 is given, in outline, by 
Plutarch' Quaest. Rom. 60.^ Hence if we agree with Jordan 
(cf. Hermes III. p. 408) where he suggests that Auct. Orig. 
took this story from the scholia, we should have to suppose 
that Auct. Orig. quoted partly from Deut.-Serv. and that 
wrongly, that he added a bit more from Servius, inserted of his 
own accord two very graceful additions, also quoted Plautus 
correctly and aptly, and finally made use of Plutarch or a similar 
source. Such a supposition has little to recommend it. The 
real source, however, appears plainly from Deut.-Serv. He 
gives his authority thus, Aen. VIII. 203, **sane de Caco interem- 
to ab Hercule tam Graeci quam Romani consentiunt, solus 
Verrius Flaccus dicit."' The narratives of the two authors 
are evidently the same, and since Auct. Orig. did not use the 
scholia, as has been shown, and since Deut.-Serv. quotes Verius 
Flaccus as the sole authority for this version of the narrative, 
it is therefore necessary to conclude that Auct. Orig. in 
this story gives us a narrative taken ultimately from Verrius 
Flaccus.» 

We have now to consider the story of the Potitii and the 
Pinarii told in Origo VIII. 1-6: **(!) cum ergo Recaranus sive 
Hercules Patri Inventori aram maximam consecrasset, duos ex 
Italia, quos eadem sacra certo ritu administranda edoceret, ascivit, 
Potitium et Pinarium. (2) sed eorum Potitio, qui prior venerat, 
ad comedenda exta admisso Pinarius, eo quod tardius venisset, 
posterique eius submoti; unde hodieque servatur; nemini 
Pinariae gentis in eis sacris vesci licet. (3) eosque alio vocabulo 



^Plut. 1. 1. **^di^ rif dveiv ^fnQv 'HpaxX^ut BmaVy od fieraKaftpdpowri yvvcuK€i 
o69k yedovrai tQv irl rov iMi^ovot $vofjt4vwv ;' ir&repov Urt r(av Up(av oX irtpl r^iv 
KofifiAvrav if^ripiiaaVy inrr^fnide di Kal rb HiPOLpluv yivov 6$€P elpySfuPoi r^t Bolt^ 
i^TuafJidptav tQv AXKtav, Hivdpioi irpoariyopeCOiicav,^^ This can not be the source 
for the Origo, because the narrative of the Origo is very much fuller. 
Further since the second statement of Plutarch concerning the Pinarii 
is so closely coimected with the first, we are justified in assigning both ta 
the same source. This, as will shortly appear, is Verrius Flaccus. 

'Note the fact that Deut.-Serv. emphasizes the statement that 
Verrius Flaccus was the only writer who followed this tradition. 

•Concerning the authority given in the Origo VI. 7, "haec Cassius 
libro primo," we have only to say, as already stated in the preface, that 
there is no reason to doubt that this name stood in connection with this 
version of the story, given by Verrius Flaccus. 
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prius appellatos nonnuUi volunt, post vero Pinarios dictos 
iiro Tw irav^v^ quod videlicet ieiuni ac per hoc esurientes ab 
eiusmodi sacrificiis discedant. (4) isque mos pennansit usque 
ad Appium Claudium censorem, ut Potitiis sacra facientibus 
vescentibusque de eo bove, quern immolaverant, postquam inde 
nihil reliquissent, Pinarii deinde admitterentur. (5) verum 
postea Appius Claudius accepta pecunia Potitios illexit, ut ad- 
ministrationem sacrorum Herculis servos publicos edocerent 
necnon etiam mulieres admitterent. (6) quo facto aiunt intra 
dies triginta omnem familiam Potitiorum, quae prior in sacris 
habebatur, extinctam atque ita sacra penes Pinarios* resedisse 
eosque tSLxn religione quam etiam pietate edoctos mysteria 
eiusmodi fideliter custodisse." This same story is given by 
Servius, Aen. VIII. 269, **apud maiores (nostros) raro advenae 
suscipiebantur, nisi haberent ius hospitii; incertum enim erat 
quo animo venirent. imde etiam Hercules primo non est ab 
Euandro susceptus; postea vero cum se et lovis filium dixisset 
et morte Caci virtutem suam probasset, et susceptus et pro 
numine habitus est. denique ara est ei maxima constituta. quod 
Herculi Delphicus Apollo in Italia fore praedixerat. cum ergo 
de suo armento ad sua sacrificia boves dedisset, inventi sunt duo 
senes, (vel ut quidam tradunt ab Euandro dati, Deut.-Serv.), 
Pinarius et Potitius, quibus qualiter se coli vellet ostendit, 
scilicet ut mane et vespere ei sacrificaretur. perfecto itaque 
matutino sacrificio cum circa solis occasum essent sacra repe- 
tenda, Potitius prior advenit, Pinarius postea, extis iam redditis. 
unde iratus Hercules statuit ut Pinariorum familia tantum 
ministra esset epulantibus Potitiis et complentibus sacra : unde 
et Pinarii dicti sunt Avo t^ irc&as, id est a fame; nam senem 
ilium Pinarium constat alio nomine nuncupatum,*'* and Aen. 
VIII. 179, "in sacris enim Herculis nee servi intererant nee 
liberti, adeo ut Appius, qui sacra haec transtulit in libertos 
(vel, ut quidam volunt, in servos publicos, Deut.-Serv.) et 
caruerit oculis et intra annum omnem familiam perdidcrit Po- 
titiorum."' The agreement between Auctor Originis and Ser- 



*The same narrative is continued by Deut.-Serv. Aen. VIII. 269 and" 
270. But since he adds nothing to the story of Servius which differs 
from Servius and at the same time agrees with Auct. Orig., it will not be 
necessary to transcribe the passages entire, but phrases from them will be 
quoted as there seems need. 

«The Mss. give ** Pinariorum/' but evidently ''Potitiorum** is meant, 
cf. Deut.-Serv. Aen. VIII. 269, "et Potitiorum familia intra breve tempus 
extinct a." 
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vius is so great that we should be inclined at first glance to con- 
clude that our author in chapter VIII. depends largely, if not 
entirely, upon the scholia for this narrative, were it not true 
that a yet more striking similarity is discovered with Pestus, 
(p. 237-M), "Potitium et Pinarium Hercules, cum ad aram, 
quae hodieque maxima appellatur, decimam bovtun, quos a 
Geryone abductos abigebat Argos in patriam, profanasset, 
genus sacrifici edocuit. quae familia et posteri eius non defue- 
runt decumantibus usque ad A Claudium censorem, qui quin- 
quaginta millia aeris gravis his dedit, ut servos publicos edo- 
Cerent ritum sacrificandi : quo facto Potiti, ctun essent ex familia 
numero duodecim, omnes intererant* intra diem XXX. Pinarius 
quod non adfuit sacrificio, postea cautum est, ne quis Pinariorum 
ex eo sacrificio vesceretur.'* In order to show more clearly 
the relationship between these three authors it seems best to 
arrange the corresponding parts of the narratives in parallel 
columns. But first we wish to call attention to the fact that the 
account of Pestus is simply an epitome of that of Verrius Flaccus, 
and further that even this epitome has come down to us only in a 
very mangled arid corrupt state. Hence in attempting to attri- 
bute Origo VIII. to Verrius Flaccus it is not necessary to show 
that the whole story of the Origo is found in Pestus but only 
decisive indications that prove the source of both to be the same, 
that is, Verrius Flaccus. 



Festus. 

1. 1. (boves) quos a 
Geryone abductos 
abigebat (Hercules) 
Argos in patriam. 



Origo. 

VII. (1) Hercules, lo- 
ve atque Alcmena 
genitus, superato Ge- 
ryone agens nobile ar- 
mentum, cupidus ei- 
us generis boves in 
Graecia instituendi. 
VII. (4) interfecto 
Caco Euandrum re 
comperta hospiti ob- 
viam ivisse gratan- 
tem, quod tanto malo 
fines suos liberasset, 
compertoque, quibus 
parentibus ortus Her- 
cules esset, rem ita 
uti erat gesta ad 
Faunum pertulisse. 
tum eum quoque ami- 
citiam Herculis cu- 
pidissime appetisse. 

Festus merely suggests the story of Hercules and Cacus, but 
even in these few phrases he agrees very closely with Origo 
VII. 1, *'superato Geryone agens (Hercules) nobile armentum, 
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Servius. 

VIII. 269, apud mai- 
ores (nostros) raro 
advenae suscipieban- 
tur, nisi haberent ius 
hospitii ; incertum 
enim erat quo animo 
venirent. unde etiam 
Hercules primo non 
est ab Euandro sus- 
ceptus; postea vero 
cum se et Io\ds filium 
dixisset et morte Ca- 
ci virtutem suam pro- 
basset, et susceptus 
et pro numine habi- 
tus est. 



cupidus eius generis boves in Graecia instituendi.*' The thought 
of Servius and Auct. Orig. is almost identical. However in the 
Origo there is added an idea, "rem ita uti erat gesta ad Faunum 
pertulisse. tum eum quoque amicitiam Herculis cupidissime 
appetisse," which is not given in the scholia. 

Origo. 

VIII. 1, cum ergo 
Recaranus sive Her- 
cules Patri Inventor!* 
aram maximam con- 



secrasset, duos ex 
Italia, quos eadem 
sacra certo ritu ad- 
ministranda edoceret, 
ascivit, Potitium et 
Pinarium. 



Servius. 
VIII. 269, deni3ue 
ara est ei maxima 
constituta,' quod Her- 
culi Delphicus Apollo 



in Italia fore prae- 
dixerat. cum ergo de 
suo armento ad sua 
sacrificia boves de- 
disset, inventi sunt 
duo senes (vel ut 
quidam tradunt ab 
Euandro dati, Deut.- 
Serv.) Pinarius et Po- 
titius, quibus quali- 
ter se coli vellet os- 
tendit, scilicet ut 
mane et vespere ei 
sacrificaretur. 



Festus. 
1. 1. Potitium et Pina- 
rium Hercules, cum 
ad aram, quae hodie- 
que maxima appella- 
tur, decimam bovum 
profanasset, genus 
sacrifici edocuit. 



Here evidently the same account is given by all three. Nor 
does there seem to be any reason either for or against the attri- 
bution of the story of the Origo to Verrius Flaccus rather than 
to the scholia. 



Origo. 

VIII. (2), sed eorum 
Potitio, qui prior ve- 
nerat, ad comedenda 
exta admisso Pina- 
rius, eo quod tardius 
venisset, posterique 
eius submoti; unde 
hodieq[ue servatur: 
nemim Pinariae gen- 
tis in eis sacris vesci 
licet. (4) (isque mos 
permansit usque ad 
Appium Claudium 
censorem) ut Poti- 
tiis sacra facientibus 
vescentibusque de eo 
bove, quem immo- 
laverant, postquam 
inde nihil relicjuis- 
sent, Pinarii demde 
admitterentur. 



Servius. 

VIII. 269, i)erfecto 
itaque matutino sa- 
crincio cum circa so- 
lis occasum essent 
sacra repetenda, Po- 
titius prior advenit, 
Pinarius postea, exis 
iam redditis. unde 
iratus Hercules sta- 
tuit ut Pinariorum 
familia tantum mi- 
nistra esset epulanti- 
bus Potitiis et com- 
plentibus sacra, 
cf. Deut.-Serv. VIII. 
270, et quamvis tra- 
datur eos ideo ad 
sacra Herculis non 
admit ti, quod serius 
venerint, et ideo 
'custos' ,quoniam nee 
prandendi habuerint 
lacultatem etc. 



Festus. 

1. 1. Pinarius quod 
non adfuit sacrificio» 
postea cautum est, 
ne quis Pinariorum 
ex eo sacrificio ves- 
ceretur. 



*The "ara Patris Inventoris'* and "ara maxima" are confounded by 
Auct. Orig. in the same way at VI. 5. 

"Perhaps "consecrata" given by ms. F is to be preferred to "con- 
stituta" since the word "consecrasset" is used in the Origo. 
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The narrative of each is the same, but although Servius de- 
scribes the event at length while Festus uses only a few words, 
yet in these few phrases the latter approaches much more 
nearly to the diction of Auct. Orig. than does Servius : Festus, 
*'ne quis Pinariorum ex eo sacrificio vesceretur,'* Auct. Orig. 
**nemini Pinariae gentis in eis sacris vesci licet," a sentence which 
seems to have the form of sacerdotal usage, while Servius states 
the matter quite differently, "unde iratus Hercules statuit ut 
Pinariorum familia tantum ministra esset epulantibus Poti- 
tiis et complentibus sacra.*' 



Origo. 

VIII. 3, eosque alio 
vocabulo prius appel- 
latos nonnuUi volunt, 
post vero Pinarios 
dictos <iir6 ToO T€(y$y 
quod videlicet ieiuni 
ac per hoc esurientes 
ab eiusmodi sacrificiis 
discedant. 



Festus. 

There is nothing said 
by Festus concerning 
the etyinology of the 
name jPinarius. 



Servius. 
VIII. 269, unde et 
Pinarii dicti sunt dirb 
rijs xe/yaf id est a 
fame ; nam senem 
ilium Pinarium con- 
stat alio nomine nun- 
cupatum. cf. Deut.- 
Serv. VIII. 270, Pi- 
narios, quod eis, sicut 
dictum est, fames 
eptdarum sacrarum 
indicta sit : hoc enim 
eis Hercules dixisse 
dicitur i^Atcif Si ireivdaere. 



The fact that besides Auct. Orig. only the Servii give this 
etymology is the strongest argument against my contention. 
However there is no reason to doubt that this etymology may 
have been given by Verrius Flaccus, although no trace of it 
is to be found in Festus' epitome.* Further Auct. Orig. adds 
**quod videlicet ieiuni ac per hoc esurientes ab eiusmodi sacri- 
ficiis discedant,'* to which the words of Servius **id est fame," 
and of Deut.-Serv. "quod eis, sicut dictum est, fames epularum 
sacrum indicta sit" hardly correspond. But the argument which, 
I believe, gives conclusive evidence that the extant scholia were 
not the source of the Origo VIII., but that this source must be 
the same as that of Festus, is found in the following story of 
Appius Claudius and the Potitii. 



^Indeed the fact that at VI. 6 Auct. Grig., following Verrius Flaccus 
as has been shown (cf. pp. 27-29), gives in a similar way an etymology 
would seem to confirm the supposition that the etymology also of Pinariufi 
was to be fotmd in the work of Verrius Flaccus. 
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Origo. 
VIII. (4), is mos per- 
mansit usque ad Ap- 
pium Claudium cen- 
sorem. (5) verum 
postea Appius Clau- 
dius accepta pecunia 
Potitios illexit, ut ad- 
ministrationem sa- 
crorum Herculis ser- 
vos publicos edocer- 
ent necnon etiam mu- 
lieres admitterent. (6) 
quo facto aiunt intra 
dies triginta omnem 
familiam Potitiorum, 
quae prior in sacris 
nabebatur, extinctam 
atque ita sacra penes 
Pinarios resedisse eos* 
qus tarn religione 
quam etiam pietate 
edoctos mysteria 
eiusmodi fideliter 
custodisse. 



Servius. 
VIIL 179, in sacris 
enim Herculis nee 
servi intererant nee 
liberti, adeo ut Ap- 
pius, qui sacra haec 
transtulit in libertos 
(vel, ut quidam vo- 
lunt, in servos pub- 
licos, Deut.-Serv.) et 
caruerit oculis et in- 
tra annum omnem 
familiam perdiderit 
Potitiorum. 

Deut.-Serv. VIII. 
269, quod sine fami- 
lia Potitiorum sacra 
ista fiebant, donee 
illos Appius Claudius 
corrupit pecunia, ut 
servos publicos hoc 
sacrum docerent, 
propter quod dicitur 
et Ipse mox caecus 
factus et Potitiorum 
familia intra breve 
tempus extincta. 



Feitus. 

1. 1. qiiae familia et 
posten eius non de- 
luerunt decumanti- 
bus usque ad Appi- 
um Claudium censo- 
rem, qui quinquagin- 
ta miUia aeris gravis 
his dedit, ut servos 
publicos edocerent ri- 
tum sacrificandi: quo 
facto Potiti, cum es- 
sent' ex familia nu^ 
mero duodecim, om- 
nes intererant* intra 
diem XXX. 



The time wtihin which the family of the Potitii is said to 
have perished is given by Auctor Originis as "intra dies triginta." 
Servius, on the contrary, says, **intra annum," and Deut.-Serv. 
*4ntra breve tempus." Festus alone agrees with the Origo, 
"intra diem XXX." This seems to be conclusive evidence 
first that Auct. Orig. did not use the extant scholia, secondly, 
that he did use the same source as that of Festus. A further 
analysis of these passages confirms these conclusions. We 
note the following agreement in phrase between Auct. 
Orig. and Festus: "posteri eius" Origo (in VIII. 2), "posteri 
eius" Festus; "decimam sui pecoris," "Herculi decimam pro- 
fanari," "profanata decima" Origo (in VI. 5, 6, 7, which have 
just been shown to come from Verrius Flaccus), "decimam bo- 
vum profanasset," "decumantibus" Festus; "usque ad Appium 
Claudium censorem" Auct. Orig., "usque ad Appium Claudium 
censorem" Festus; "ut administrationem sacrorum Herculis 
servos publicos edocerent" Origo, "ut servos publicos edocerent 
ritum sacrificandi" Festus. Besides this exceedingly close 
agreement with Festus we note further that in the Origo there 
are several additions to the account given in the scholia. He 
adds the title "censor" to Appius Claudius; the statement 
"necnon etiam mulieres admitterent" with reference to this 
sacrifice is not found anywhere in the scholia; lastly the close 



34 



of the story in the Origo, VIII. 6, "atque ita sacra penes Pinarioi 
resdedisse eosque tarn religione quam etiam pietate edoctos 
mysteria eiusmodi fideliter custodisse*' is nowhere mentioned by 
either of the Servii. Hence we are persuaded that Auctor 
Originis made no use of the extant scholia to Vergil in this 
chapter of his book. Furthermore, there is no reason why 
Verrius Flaccus may not have been the source of the Origo, 
since in no single instance does Auct. Orig. contradict any 
statement of Festus. The only two additions of Festus are 
*'qui quinquaginta millia aeris gravis his dedit," and **cum 
essent ex familia numero duodecim,*' both of which are merely 
fuller statements taken from Verrius Flaccus, where Auct. Orig. 
says simply '*accepta pecunia" and **omnem familiam.** 

From all these considerations we are convinced that Auctoi 
Originis, in VIII. 1-6, has preserved for us an account of the 
Potitii and Pinarii, taken ultimately from Verrius Flaccus.* 

Lastly there remains to be considered Origo XII. 2, where 
the Roman custom of sacrificing with head covered is thus ex- 
plained: "cum interim immolata sue in litore sacrificium pera- 
geret, traditur forte advertisse Argivam classem, in qua Ulixes 
erat, cumque vereretur, ne ab hoste cognitus periculum subiret, 
itemque rem divinam interrumpere summum nefas duceret, 
caput velamento obduxisse atque ita pleno ritu sacra perfecisse. 
inde posteris traditum morem ita sacrificandi." A similar 
explanation is suggested by Plutarch, quaest. Rom. 10.' How- 
ever Diomedes plays the part of disturber. That the man who 
interrupted the ceremony was perhaps Ulysses is mentioned in 
passing by Dion. Hal.,» but in quite a diflFerent connection. 
The story suggested by Plutarch is narrated at length by Ser- 
vius Aen. II. 166 and III. 407, who quotes Varro. The chief 
character is Diomedes, who burdened by the palladium wishes to 
give it to Aeneas as he sacrifices in Calabria. Aeneas with 
covered head turns away and continues the sacrifice, and hence 
the acceptance was made by Nautes. This we see is quite 



*Both chapters VI. and VIII. of the Origo are very ably discussed 
by Mr. John Garrett Winter in his article *'The Myth of Hercules at 
Rome," pp. 203-210, which appeared in the University of Michigan 
Studies, Humanistic Series, Vol. IV. Roman History and Mythology 
(Macmillan Co. 1910) edited by Professor Henry A. Sanders. 

'Cf. **9l fUv odv 6 irepi Atvelov \ey6fjbevos "Mryot dXiy^f i<mPy thi rod Au>/iijSovt 
vap€^i6vros hrucoKwI/dfiepos r^v Bwrlav ^crAeo'e." 

•Cf. Ant. Rom. XII. 22, **tQp 'Axa*fii' Weti» riva vp6ff<a$€V ipx^f^i^yf efre 
'0Sva<r4ay 6t€ rj; wepl rby'Aoppov fMvreUfi xfi^aOai ^fJbeXKev," 
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a different story from that of the Origo and is located at a differ- 
ent place. But the account as given in the Origo is suggested 
by Deut.-Serv. in two places» Aen. III. 406 and 545: (406) 
** *hostilis facies occurrat' — quidam Ulixen dicunt, alii Dio- 
meden," (545) " Thrygio velamur amictu* — sicut dictum est 
propter visum vel Diomeden vel Ulixen, quando ei Palladium 
redditum est.** This narrative in which Ulysses plays the chief 
role is found, apart from the account in the Origo, only in the 
epitome of Festus (p. 322-M) ''nam Italici auctore Aenea velant 
capita, quod is, cum rem divinam faceret in litore Laurentis 
agri Veneri matri, ne ab Ulixe* cognitus interrumperet sacri- 
ficium, caput adoperuit atque ita conspectum hostis evitavit." 
Here is to be noticed the unusual circumstance that exactly 
the same story is narrated with the very same words, but that 
these words are used in different connections: "rem divinam" 
Pest., "rem divinam" Orig.; "faceret" Pest., "perfecisse" 
Orig.; "ab Ulixe" Pest., "Ulixes" Orig.; "cognitus" Pest., 
"cognitus" Orig.; "interrumperet*' Pest., "interrumpere" Orig.; 
"sacrificium" Pest., "sacrificium" Orig.; "auctore Aenea 
velant capita** and "caput adoperuit" Pest., "(Aenean) caput 
velamento obduxisse" Orig.; "atque ita conspectum hostis 
evitavit** Pest., "atque ita pleno ritu sacra perfecisse** Origo. 
Beyond all doubt either Pestus was used by Auctor Originis as 
his source or the same ultimate source is common to both.* 
The latter conclusion appears more probable from the fact that 
Auct. Orig. preserves four statements not found in Pestus: 
"immolata sue,** "forte advertisse Argivam classem,*' "peri- 
culum subiret,** "(rem divinam interrumpere) summum nefas 
duceret.** The second, "Argivam classem,'* is suggested by 
"in litore" of Pestus. The "Laurentis agri" of Pestus had just 
been explained by Auct. Orig. X. 5, "inde ad eam Italiae oram, 
quae ab arbusto feiusdem generis Laurens appellata est.** Lastly 
there is no contradiction in the story of the Origo to the account 
of Pestus.» 



*As stated in the preface, the immediate source of the Origo was probably 
lost scholia to Vergil rather than Verrius Flaccus ; although the agreement 
here is so close that one is almost persuaded to believe that Auct. Orig. 
in narrating this story had in hand the work itself of Verrius Flaccus. 

The only addition to the narrative of Auct. Orig. contained in 
Festus* epitome is, "Veneri matri." This seems to have been omitted 
by Auct. Orig. on account of his Euhemeristic tendency, which will be 
discussed more fully later. Cf. Excursus, p. 47. 

It may be added further that although it seems clear that the account 
of the Origo comes from Verrius Flaccus, yet there are indications that 
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CHAPTER III. 

In chapters I. and II. of this dissertation we have striven to 
prove, in the first place, that Auctor Originis in I. 1-3, III. 1-7, 
IV. 4-6, IX. 1-4, and VI. 1-7, VIII. 1-6, XII. 2, did not use the 
extant scholia to Vergil, in the second place, that these stories 
are derived ultimately either from Varro or from Verrius Flaccus. 
It is our purpose in this chapter to consider certain other pas- 
sages of the Origo which might be thought to have been taken 
from the Vergilian commentaries. These are found in Chapters 
I. 4-9, IX. 4-8, X. 1-4 and, in a general way, X. 5— XXIII. 6. 
It is not to be denied that in I. 4-9 and IX. 4-X. 4 Auct. Orig. 
shows very plainly the character of a commentator. Almost 
everything given in these sections is to be found in the extant 
scholia to Vergil, and both the diction and the style are very 
similar to those of the commentaries. However even here there 
are many additions peculiar to the Origo. We know that there 
were many scholars of the first and second centuries of our era 
whose commentaries on Vergil have perished and that those 
extant, of a much later time, were doubtless compiled in large 
part from the works of these earlier scholars. Hence, recog- 
nizing that the above-mentioned sections of the Origo are of 
the nature of a commentary, but being convinced that Auct. 
Orig. made no use of extant scholia to Vergil in their present 
form we must conclude that the discussion of I. 4-9 and the 
narrations of IX. 4-X. 4 were taken from some of these com- 
mentaries to Vergil which are now lost. 

To prove this conclusion these paragraphs must be examined 
in detail. Auct. Orig. I. 4-9 says, **(4) unde intellegendum est 
Vergilium quoque non ignoratione veteris historiae, sed suo 
more 'primum* dixisse Satumum, non *ante quern nemo,' sed 




this same version was given also by Varro. For we read in the scholia, 
Servius Aen. II. 166. *'quod (the story of Diomedes and the palladium) 
et Vergilius ex parte tangit, et Varro plenissime dicit." Servius says 
nothing of Ulysses, but Deut.-Serv. remarks upon the narrative of Ser- 
vius at this same place, *' (Diomedes), ut quidam dicunt" and savs later, 
Aen. III. 406, "quidam Ulixen dicunt, alii Diomeden," and also Aen. 
III. 646, "propter visum vel Diomeden vel Ulixen, quando ei Palladivmi 
redditum est. Hence it may be concluded that Varro told the version 
in which Ulysses, not Diomedes, was the chief actor. Although neither 
Festus nor Auct. Grig, makes mention of the palladium, nor do they 
give any motive for Ulysses' presence off the coast of Latium, yet it 
seems evident that their story is similar to that suggested by Deutero- 
Servius. Cf. the discussion of this story by E. Samter, Quaest. Varron., 
pp. 11-17. 
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^principem,' ut: Troiae qui primus ab oris.' (5) cum procul 
dubio constet ante Aeneam priorem Antenorem in Italiam esse 
pervectum eumque non in ora litori proxima, sed in interioribus 
locis, id est, Illyrico, urbem Patavium condidisse» ut quidem idem 
supradictus Vergilius illis versibus ex persona Veneris apud 
lovem de aeruznnis Aeneae sui conquerentis : 'Antenor potuit 
mediis elapsus Achivis Illyricos penetrare sinus atque intima 
tutus' cet. (6) quare autem addiderit, *tutus,' suo loco ple- 
nissime adnotavimus in commentatione, (ante) quam hoc 
scribere coepimus, cognita ex eo libro qui inscriptus est: "De 
origine Patavina.' (7) itaque nunc *primus* ex ea quoque 
significatione est, e qua illud etiam in secundo Aeneidos in enu- 
meratione eorum, qui equo durio degrediebantur. (8) nam 
cum nominasset Thessandrum, Sthenelum, tJlixen, Acamanta, 
Thoanta, Neoptolemum, post intulit: 'primusque Machaon.' 
(9) de quo quaeri potest: quomodo potest 'primus* dici post 
tantos, qui supra dicti sunt? verum intellegemus *primum* 
pro 'principe' vel quia is ad perfectum illis temporibus circa 
peritiam medicae artis praecipuus fuisse traditur." In these 
paragraphs is a learned discussion of the meaning of "primus" 
and a defense of Vergil's use of the word. Evidently Auct. 
Orig. valued the authority of Vergil very highly since he deemed 
it necessary to explain in what sense Vergil used ''primus" with 
regard to Satumus' arrival in Italy before he gave his own 
story of the earlier arrival of Janus. The explanation was 
most natural at a time when Vergil's authority in ancient 
myths of Rome held almost undisputed sway. This same 
question of "primus" seems to have disturbed the scholiasts too, 
as shown by their frequent reference to it: Servius Aen. I. 24, 
" 'prima' — ^unde modo 'prima' princeps accipienda est. hac 
licentia et in hoc nomine usus est, ut primam pro principe 
poneret;" II. 263, (a) "princeps," (b) "aut numeri sui; nam 
per temos dixit." Deut.-Serv. I. 1, "primus non ante quem 
nemo, sed post quem nuUus," "vel laudative;" Aen. I. 24, 
" 'prima' inter primes," "alii pro olim," "alii 'prima' simpliciter, 
postea enim alii dii interesse coeperunt," "alii 'prima' non 
ordine, sed voluntate," "aliter 'primusque Machaon;' ibi enim 
in primis intellegitur;" Aen. II. 263, " 'primusque Machaon,' 
id est inter primos," "aut in sua arte primus;" Aen. VIII. 319, 
" 'primus' — quasi et alius venerit e caelo, sed primus in Italiam 
venit." Among these we find the same explanations of "primus" 
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as those in the Origo; however the sense of Deut.-Serv. I. 1, 
"primus non ante quern nemo, sed post quem nuUus" is not the 
same as that of Origo I. 4, "non *ante quem nemo/ sed 'princi- 
pem'."* Further the idea of Deut.-Serv. II. 263, " *primusque 

Machaon' aut in sua arte primus*' is given more fully 

by Auct. Orig. I. 7-9, and especially we note the enlarged ex- 
pression of I. 9, "vel quia is ad perfectum illis temporibus circa 
peritiam medicae artis praecipuus fuisse traditur." 

The mention of Antenor in Origo I. 5 is very much like a 
commentary and doubtless came from such a source.' How- 
ever our author asserts his literary activity in other fields of 
antiquities in I. 6, "quare autem addiderit *tutus,' suo loco 
plenissime adnotavimus in commentatione, (ante) quam hoc 
scribere coepimus, cognita ex eo libro qui inscriptus est: *De 
origine Patavina.' *' nor is there any reason to doubt the truth 
of this statement. 

Hence though we see in Origo I. 4-9 a commentary upon 
Vergil very similar to the extant scholia, yet from the above 
considerations it appears that these paragraphs can not be 
entirely derived from the Vergilian scholia which have been 
preserved. 

Turning now to Origo IX. 4-X. 4, we read, IX. (4) "longo 
mari emenso per diversas terrarum oras in Italiam devenisse ac 
primum Thraciam appulsum Aenum ex suo nomine condidisse. 
(5) dein cognita Polymestoris perfidia ex Polydori nece inde 
digressum pervectumque ad insulam Delum atque illinc ab eo 
Laviniam, Anii sacerdotis Apollinis filiam, in matrimoniam as- 
citam, ex cuius nomine Lavinia litora appellata. (6) post- 
quam is multa maria permensus appulsus sit ad Italiae pro- 
montorium quod est in Baiano circa Avemi lacum, ibique 
gubematorem Misenum morbo absumptum sepultum ab eo, 

ex cuius nomine urbem Misenon appellatam, qui 

tamen hunc Misenum non gubematorem, sed tubicinem fuisse 
tradit. (7) inde non immerito utramque opinionem secutus 
Maro sic intulit: *At pius Aeneas ingenti mole sepulcrum 
Imponit suaque anna viro remumque tubamque.* (8) quam vis 
auctore Homero quidam adserant tubae usum Troianis tem- 
poribus etiamtunc ignoratum. X. (1) addunt praeterea quidam 



>Cf . Jordan Hermes III. p. 405, where the statement is made that the 
two passages agree. 

»Cf. Servius Aen. I. 1, 242 and 243. 
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Aeneam in eo litore Euxini cuiusdam comitis matrem ultimo 
aetatis adfectam circa stagnum quod est inter Misenon Aver- 
nuxnque extulisse atque inde loco nomen inditum. cumque com- 
perisset ibidem Sibyllam mortalibus futura praecinere in 
oppido quod vocatur Kifi/UfMv, venisse eo sciscitatum de 
statu fortunarum suarum aditisque fatis vetitum, ne is cognatam 
in Italia sepeliret Prochytam, quam incolumem reliquerat. (2) 
et postquam ad classem rediit repperitque mortuam, in insula 
proxima sepelisse, quae nunc quoque eodem est nomine.^ (3) 
inde profectum pervenisse in eum locum, qui nunc portus 
Caietae appellatur ex nomine nutricis eius, quam ibidem amis- 
sam sepeliit. (4) aiunt Caietae cognomen fuisse, non nomen, ex 
eo scilicet inditum, quod eius consilio impulsuque matres Troia- 
nae taedio longi navigii classem ibidem incenderint, Graeca 
scilicet appellatione avb rov hoUlv, quod est incendere." 

In these paragraphs there is found the whole story of the 
wanderings of Aeneas according to Auctor Originis. Only 
two places, Aenum and Delos, are mentioned in the journey from 
the time he leaves Troy, or Ida, till he reaches the western 
shores of Italy. There is no mention either of Crete or Sicily, 
nor is Carthage and the story of Dido suggested an)rwhere.* 
The narrative in the Origo follows the natural route of such a 
voyage, Aenum, Delos, Misenum, Baiae, Kiftf^fNOF, Prochyta, 
Caieta and thence to Latium. Vergil speaks of the founding 
of a town in Thrace, the murder of Polydorus by Polymestor 
and the landing in Delos in the beginning of Aen. III. Misenum 
is mentioned toward the end of VI. and Caieta at- the beginning 
of Aen. VII. Baiae and Prochyta are not named in the Aeneid 
until bk. IX. 710 and 715, and then only casually, while Ea/u,/^pcoK 
is not to be found at all in the Aeneid; in Culex 232, however, 
"Cimmerios lucos*' is mentioned. The scholiasts discuss all of 
these places with the exception of Ki/ifi^toF, but in widely 



*The authority given here is "ut scribunt Vulcatius et Acilius et 
Piso." Likewise at the beginning of paraeraph 4, Auctor Originis says, 
''at vero Caesar et Sempronius aiunt. About these names, as well as 
IX. 6, "Caesar pontificalium libro prime," I have nothing to add to what 
already has been said. There is no reason to doubt that these names 
stood in connection with the stories attributed to them in the source 
which Auct. Orig. used. 

'In this fragmentary account of the voyage is seen very clearly the 
character of the preserved Origo as an epitome. In the original form of 
the Origo the whole story must have been ^ven. This same character- 
istic api>ears even more clearly, if possible, in chap. XVII. and XVIII., 
where histories of only a few of the Alban kings have been preserved. 
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•scattered parts of the scholia. Below are collected these re- 
ferences in the order of the narrative of the Origo. Servius 
Aen. III. praef., "tenuit (Aeneas) Thraciam, in qua Aenum 
-constituit" and otherwhere. The story of Poludorus is told 
at length by Vergil and also by Deut.-Serv. Aen. III. 48, but 
there is no need to transcribe it since only the names, not the 
story, are given by Auct. Orig. Concerning Delos and Anius 
Deut. -Servius gives a different story from that of the Origo: 
Aen. III. 80, *'alii dicunt huius Anii filiam occulte ab Aenea stu- 
pratam edidisse filium nomine *an." Here the daughter of 
Anius is violated by Aeneas, not married as in the Origo, nor 
is there any mention made by Deut.-Serv. of the naming of the 
Lavinian shores after the daughter, nor does he give her name 
at all. Evidently Auctor Originis made no use of extant scholia 
here.* 

But Origo IX. 6-8 presents very much the appearance of a 
commentary and contains almost nothing which is not found also 
in the Aeneid and the scholia to Aen. VI. 233, ** 'remumque 
tubamque' — quia et bellator et remex fuerat. licet possimus 
etiam solam tubam accipere: remus enim dicitur lorum, quod 
continet tubam*' and Scholia Veron. Aen. II. 313, *'Home- 
rus nullum tubarum usum in nocte (in acie, 'Georg) constituit." 
However even here there is a slight diflference in expression: 
*'non gubematorem sed tibicinem" Auct. Orig., "bellator et 
remex*' Servius; "tubae usum Troianis temporibus etiamtunc 
ignoratum" Auct. Orig., "nullum tubarum usum in nocte 
(in acie)" Schol. Veron. 

In Origo X. 1-2, mention is made of four names, Baiae, 
Sibylla, Kt/wf^ptov and Prochyta. Vergil speaks of a Sibylla at 
this place, Aen. VI. 236. As stated above, neither he, in the 
Aeneid, nor the scholiasts mention Ki/ifUpuw. But in Culex, 
232, we read "Cimmerios lucos" and Paulus Diaconus also 



*The story of the Origo is given by Dionysius Hal. Antiq. Rom. I. 69. 
■in d'&XKoi riph r(av *'EKKriviK(av ^joQoypii^tav iXc^y» dxd r^f 'Amv rov Ai^^dup 
ficuriKifat Svyarp^^ Aa;6»as Kcd rijsde 6vo/Mi^fJi4pfiSf Ijs diro$avo6arft whatfi ir€pl rbv 
^Uurithv r^f T6Xc<tft irptbrrfs Kcd h (f ^Ktkfu x^P^ rn^UrrfS fivrjfta ytvMtu riiv tHKlv 
ovfiTXevaM d'airiiv roit Tptiurl Xiytrtu MeT&ap ^b roO irarpit Alvtl^ 8eif$4vTi 
/MPTiidip o9<rav xal <roiP'/fp However it is very improbable that Auct. Orig. 
used Greek sources, either Dionys. Hal, himself or ** AXKtn riph tvp 
^"EKXiipikQp fw$<rfpd4wp.** Rather it is to be supposed that this story is 
one of the narratives of scholiasts to Vergil which has not been preserved 
in the extant scholia. I expect to treat fully the relation of Auct. Orig. 
to Dionys. Hal. in a later discussion of the sources of the Origo. 
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speaks of the same place (p. 43-M)» "Cimmerii dicuntur homines, 
qui Irigoribus occupatas terras incolunt, quales fuerunt inter 
Baias et Cumas in ea regione, in qua convallis satis eminenti 
iugo drcumducta est, quae neque matutino, neque vespertine 
tempore sole contingitur." Evidently the extant scholia are 
nor the source for this statement of Auct. Orig. Again, con* 
ceming Prochyta Deut.-Serv., Aen. IX. 712, says, "hanc (Pro- 
chjrtam) Naevius in primo belli Punici de cognata Aeneae nomen 
accepisse dicit." The story of Origo X. 1 (end) and 2 is clearly 
the same, but from the very much fuller account of Auct. Orig. 
it is also quite as evident that the extant scholia to Vergil could 
not have been his source. Finally, in regard to the naming 
of Baiae, Deut.-Serv. Aen. IX. 707, says, "Boiam Euximi 
comitis Aeneae nutricem, et ab eius nomine Boias (Baias, cod. F) 
vocatas dicunt: veteres tamen portum Baias dixisse." This is 
exactly the etymology as given in Origo X. 1, "addunt praeterea 
quidam Aeneam in eo litore Euxini cuiusdam comitis matrem 
ultimo aetatis adfectam circum stagnum quod est inter Misenon 
Avemtunque extulisse atque inde loco nomen inditum." Auctor 
Originis however makes one addition not found in the scholia, 
''circa stagnum quod est inter Misenon Avernumque."^ 

For Caieta Auct. Orig. gives two etymologies; the one, 
X. 8, is found in the Aeneid VII. 1-2, and elsewhere, and conse* 
quently needs no discussion. But the second, X. 4, is given 
by no one else except Servius, who says, Aen. VII. 1, "lectum 
tamen est in philologis in hoc loco classem Troianorum casu 
concrematam, tmde Caieta dicta est, darh nA Kokof \" also 
at X. 36, ''nam alii apud Caietam dicunt exusta navigia, unde et 
Caieta dicta est 4vo rw ica^wt." Again we find the same re^ 
lationship existing between the two accounts: Auct. Orig. 
adds "Caietae cognomen fuisse, non nomen" and instead of 
giving the cause of the burning of the ships as "casu" (cf. Ser- 



*The text of the Origo is corrupt here, for after "inditum" is added 
"qui etiam nunc Euxinius sinus didtur." This is evidently a gloss, be- 
cause above Auct. Orig. calls this bay ''Baiae": IX. 6, ''promontoritun 
quod est in Baiano circa Avemi lacum." We note further that in X. 1 the 
name of the mother of Aeneas* companion Euxinus, after whom the bay 
was named, is not given. I propose as an emendation to Origo, basine 
the suggestion upon Deut.-Serv., that the word "Boiam" be inserted 
before £uxini. ' ' It seems that a scribe, noticing the omission of " Boiam'* 
and carelessly appropriating the only other name, ''Euxinus," formed of 
his own accord this strange name for the bay, a name which is not given 
by any other author and which, as said at)ove, contradicts Auctor Ori- 
ginis himself. 

42 



vius 1. 1.)» he says ''ex eo scilicet inditum, quod eius consilio 
ixnptiteuqne matres Troianae taedio longi navagii classem ibidem 
inoenderiiit." It is true that this same motive is used in other 
comiectio]3s/ but it is not joined with this etymology by any 
other author, nor is there any reason to lay to the charge of 
Auctor Originis the invention of a new story out of the combina- 
tion of two different narratives of Vergil and the scholia. 

As stated in the introduction (p. 8), the proof that Auct. 
Orig. in X. 5-XXIII. 6 made no use of the extant scholia will 
be given only in outline. This seems best for two reasons: 
firttt, because the method of procedure is the same as that used 
in the case of Origo I. 4-9 and IX. 4 — X. 4 and would require 
the transcription of the remaining part of the Qrigo and the 
corresponding passages of the scholia, together with an indication 
of the very large additions and decided divergencies of Auct. 
Orig. The repetition would become monotonous. Hence it 
seems sufiScient to give full references to all passages of the scholia 
where there is any possible agreement with the Origo. Thus the 
opportunity will be given of testing quickly the accuracy of the 
general conclusion. Secondly, it is my intention to treat all 
these narratives in a later discussion in order to prove not only 
that they are not derived from extant scholia but also to deter- 
mine as nearly as possible what their ultimate sources were. 
There is in hand at present considerable material for the answer- 
ing of this question and I hope soon to give the presentation 
in full. 

In the following table will be found a collection of all pas- 
sages of the scholia which show similarly to Origo X.5-XXIII. 6r 

I. Origo X. 6-XI. 1-3.» SchoUa III. 390, VIII. 43. 

II, Origo XIII.-XV. 6.» Scholia, (a) 1. 259, III. 148, 



»Cf . Aen. V. 604-699. 

'The divisions I, II, III, IV are merely for the sake of convenience 
of reference. The narrative is more easily divided at these points. 

^Since it has been asserted that Origo XV. 5 was taken from the 
Scholia to Aen. I. 267 (cf. Jordan, Hermes III. p. 418, whose opinion is 
opposed by E. Baehrens, Neue Jh. b. fuer Phil. u. Faed. 135 (1887) p. 773,) 
we will examine this passage more closely. The Servii say, 1. 1., **et 
occiso Mezentio Ascanium (sicut I. Caesar scribit, Deut.-Serv.) lulum 
coepttim vocari, (vel cjuasi lop6\o¥, id est sagittandi peritum, vel D. 5.) 




insignem 

sed etiam per diminutionem declinato paululum nomine primo lolum, 
dein postea lulum appellarunt a quo lulia familia manavit." It is diffi- 
cult to see upon what possible grounds Jordan makes his statement» 
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XII. 794. 
(b) 1. 267, IV. 620, 
VI. 760, IX. 742, 

XI. 316, 318, 

XII. 31. 

[(b) is a varient ac- 
count in which the 
question of the narra- 
tive according to Cato 
arises.] 
Minor references: III. 711, VIL 51, 150, 797, IX. 734, 

X. 71, 183, 639, XII. 29, 131, 603. 

III. Origo XVI.-XVIII. Scholia. I. 7, 269, 270, III. 12, 
Origo XVI.-XVII. 5. 391, VI. 760, 770, VII. 

484, 485, VIII. 43, 
IX. 385, XII. 134. 
135, Sch. Veron. Aen. 

VII. 485. 

Origo XVII. 6. VII. 631, 670, 672, 

678, 682. 
Origo XVIII. III. 500, VII. 657, 

VIII. 72, 330. 

IV. Origo XIX-XXIII. Scholia. I. 273, (VI. 777), VI. 

779. 
Minor references: I. 292, VIII. 90, 343, 663, XI. 870, 603. 

To one who hsis carefully compared these references it appears 
quite plainly (1) that the narrative of the Origo contains many 
things which are not to be found in the extant scholia; (2) that 
where there is agreement in outline between the two accotmts 
Auct. Orig. always adds various and important details; (3) 
lastly, that there is not a story in the Origo to which there is not 
some reference, frequently very slight, to be found in the scholia. 
Hence the extant commentaries can by no means be considered as 
the source of the Origo, yet it is necessary to conclude that both 
are to be assigned to the same source, namely, scholia to Vergil 
now lost. 



^nce the scholiasts do not give the slightest hint of the etymology of 
"lulus" which is found in the Origo. Certainly neither "quasi &>^Xor, id 
est sagittandi peritum" nor "a prima barbae lanugine, quam fovXoy 
Graeci dicunt, quae ei tempore victoriae nascebatur" can be considered 
as a source for "Latini non solum love ortum crediderunt, sed etiam per 
diminutionem declinato paululum nomine primo lolum, dein postea 
lulum appellarunt." 
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EXCURSUS. 

No doubt it has often occurred to those who have followed 
the foregoing discussion that the relation of the Origo to the 
Aeneid itself is one of prime importance in establishing the value 
of the booklet, and the question has arisen, just what is this 
relationship. From a careful comparison of the similar pas- 
sages found in the two authors it appears that Auct. Orig. was 
thoroughly acquainted with the Aeneid of Vergil; further, 
that Vergil was held by Auct. Orig. in the same esteem for 
learning as he was by other scholars of the first centuries of 
our era, but that this reverence had not proceeded so far that 
Vergil was considered as the sole authority in ancient history, 
nor is the Origo in any sense a commentary on the Aeneid; 
finally that the agreement of the Origo and Aeneid can not be 
explained as direct borrowing from the latter by Auctor Ori- 
ginis.* 

In comparing the Origo with the Aeneid we note that the 
larger part of Origo I. is a scholiastic discussion of Vergil's use 
of "primus," in which Aen. I. 1, 242-243, II. 259 ff., VIII. 319f. 
are quoted. Here the form approaches most nearly to that of a 
commentary. Though the Aeneid is quoted elsewhere, it is 
always for the purpose of illustrating the statement of the 
Origo rather than to elucidate the words of Vergil. Thus we 
find Vergil quoted in this manner three times (Aen. VIII. 314- 



^The following is a table of all places in the Aeneid where any men- 
tion is made of any corresponding story in the Origo: 

Origo Aeneid 

I. and III. I. 1, 229-249 Although Auct. Orig. quotes the Aeneid 

II. 259-264 as autnoritjr or to explain it, yet his 

VII. 48-49 own narrative is very different and 
177-182 also contains much wmch is not to be 

VIII. 314-323 found in the Aeneid. 
355-358 

V. 1 VIII. 102, 138 The two narratives are in outline ex- 

335-336 actly the same. Auct. Orig. adds (1) 

2 VIII. 339-341 the year in which Euander came to 

3 VIII. 51-54, 313, Italy, (2) the etymology of Carmenta's 

333-336, 342- name, (3) and the description of the 
344 nature ot Euander and the improve- 

(Geor. III. 392) ments he introduced into Italy. 

VII. VIII. 190-267 The narratives are the same, the one 

in historical, the other in poetical form. 
Auct. Orig. however introduces Paunus 
at VII. 4, and notes that he differs from 
Vergil. 
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318, 321-322, 357) in Orifo til. In this same chapter Auct. 
Orig. gives an interpretation of Vergil which I have fotind 
nowhere else, III. 3, ''onusso lano, qui nihil aliud quam ritum 
colendorum deorum religionesque induxerat, se Satumo maluit 
(Vergilius) adnectere." Again in chapter V. Auct. Orig. fol- 
lows the story of the Aeneid in the main outline and also quotes 
a line from the Georgics (lit. 392), although, as noted above, 
p. 45 note, there are three important additions. Further in 
Origo Vll. is found the same story as that given in the Aeneid, 
Vergil speaking as a poet, Auct. Orig. as a narrator. But in 
the closing of the story Auct. Orig. does not agree with Vergil, 
in recognition of which he says, VII. 4, ''quam opinionem sequi 
metuit noster Maro.*' At IX. 7 also Auct. Orig. in confirmation 
of his narrative about Misenus quotes the Aeneid (VI. 232-233), 
and at X. 3 we find the same etjrmology as in Aen. VII. 1-7. 
However it is strange that in the rest of the Origo, X. 5-XXIII., 
neither is Vergil's name mentioned nor is the Aeneid cited, and 



VIII. VIH. 268-272 The story merely mentioned by Ver- 

281 ^1, but narrated at length by Auctor 

Originis. 

IX. 1-4 I. 372-382 Practically no agreement whatever. 

II. 659-804 

III. 1-12 

IX. 4-X. 4 The sattte people and places spdkeit 

IX. 4 III. 13-18 of by both. Auctor Originis writes 
5 19-68 here very much like a scholiast. 

d-7 VI. 149-163 

166-236 

X. 1-2 IX. 710, 716 
3-4 VII. 1-7 

(cf .V. 604-699) 

X. 6-XII. 6 Little or no agreement in these sec- 

X. 6, XII. 4 VII. 69-63 tions. 
X.5-XI. 1 III. 265-267, 394 

XII. 1, 3-4 VII. 107-129 

XI. 2-3 III. 388-393 

(cf.VIII. 81-85) 

XII. 2 III. 403-409 

XIII-XIV- VII-XII. The outline and details of the narra- 

XV. tives very different. 

XVI- 1. 267-277, 288 A barest suggestion of an outline in 

XXIII. VI. 760-779, the Aeneid. 

VII. 630-631, 
678, 796 

VIII. 42-48, 342- 
344, 630-634, 
663-666 
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the agreement between the two narratives is merely in their 
outlines. Indeed Vergil seems to have been entirely disregarded 
and accounts contradictory to his are given without any refer- 
ence to the Aeneid. This is especially noticeable in the omission 
of the story of Dido, and at X. 5, XIII. 3, where Anchises is 
said to have come to Latium with Aeneas, and in chapters 
XIII-XV, the narrative of the wars with Tumus and Mezen- 
tins.* 

There is also to be observed in the Origo a very strongly 
developed Euhemeristic tendency. No one of the early rulers, 
lanus, Satumus, Picus, Faunus, is regarded as a god but the 
story of each is given as that of a human being. In fact Auct. 
Orig. makes a distinct argument against the commonly accepted 
conception that they were gods (I. 2, III. 7), and in chapter 
VI. is found the story of Hercules and Cacus given in its Euheme- 
ristic version. This tendency to do away with divine inter- 
vention in human affairs is further exemplified in IX. 1-4, the 
story of Aeneas' departures from Troy, XII. 3-4, the naming of 
Lavinium, and XIX. 5-7, the story that Amulius not Mars, was 
the father of the twins.* This Euhemeristic spirit is in direct 
contradiction to the attitude of Vergil. 

In conclusion, I think that it has been sufficiently demon- 
strated that the Origo is in no wise to be considered as a com- 
mentary upon the Aeneid of Vergil, but that it is a history of 
the origin of the Roman people compiled with thoroughness, 
industry and care. 



^If it is permitted to construct a hypothesis concerning the difference 
in attitude of Auctor Originis in chapter I and in all the rest of the Origo, 
one might suppose that he in the beginning of his history of Roman 
Origins was so greatly influenced by his source, conmientanes to Ver^l, 
that in the first chapter he was lead to include much scholiastic material. 
However he soon perceived that this was not only cumbersome but quite 
foreign to his real purpose, and hence in the remaining narrative, al- 
though he followed the same source, yet he ceased to give anjrthing 
beyond the simple narrative of events. This would explain the very 
distinct difference on treatment between chapter I. and all the remaining 
portion of the Origo. 

It is impossible to consider the Origo as in any sense a commentary 
upon the Aeneid, from the fact that the author does not begin a discussion 
of the Aeneid from the first book and first line and continue line bv line 
as do scholiasts. Indeed he does not explain any part of the Aeneid con- 
secutively. But the first citation which is made from the Aeneid is taken 
from the eighth book (VIII. 319) and this line is chosen only because it 
speaks of Satumus whose history, with that of Janus, Auctor Originis 
intends to narrate. 

*Cf. also p. 36, note 2. 
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